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EVALUATION OF RECREATIONAL BENEFITS FROM 
RESERVOIRS 


TUESDAY, MARCH 12, 1957 


Unirep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FLoop Controu, Rivers, AND Harsors, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10:35 a. m., in room 412, Senate Office 
Building, the Honorable Robert S. Kerr (chairman of the subcom- 
mittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Kerr (presiding), Gore, Scott, Carroll, Case, 
Hruska, and Revercomb. 


Also present: Senator Barrett and Representatives Sisk and Ed- 
mondson. 

Senator Kerr. The committee will come to order. 

We have before us S. 1164 and in the hearings we will have refer- 
ence to S. 1221 by Senator Case of South Dakota which has been 
rereferred to this commitee also after having been referred to In- 
terior and Insular Affairs. 

(The bills referred to are as follows:) 


[S. 1164, 85th Cong., 1st sess. ] 


A BILL To make the evaluation of recreational benefits resulting from the construction 
of any flood control, navigation, or reclamation project an integral part of project 
planning, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That it is the policy of the Congress 
that reservoir areas developed as the result of any flood control or navigation 
project undertaken by, and under the control of, the Secretary of the Army, 
acting through the Chief of Engineers, or any reclamation project undertaken 
by, and under the control of, the Secretary of the Interior should be made 
available in the interest of the national welfare for recreational purposes, 
insofar as use for such purposes does not impede or conflict with the major 
purposes of the project. Consistent with this policy it is further the policy 
of the Congress (1) that as an integral part of the planning of any new flood 
control or navigation project, or reclamation project, or the modification or 
expansion of any such project now existing or hereafter undertaken, there 
should be included, along with the evaluation of other proper objectives to be 
served thereby, an evaluation of the public recreational benefits to be derived 
therefrom, and (2) that the planning with respect to the development of the 
recreational potential of any such project should contemplate the coordination 
of the use of the project area for recreational purposes with the use of existing 
or planned Federal, State, or local recreational developments in such manner 
as to achieve maximum public benefit. 

Sec. 2. As used in this Act 

(1) The term “flood control or navigation project” means any project prose- 
cuted by the Department of the Army, under the direction of the Secretary 
of the Army and the supervision of the Chief of Engineers, for flood control 
and navigation, including channel and major drainage improvements, and 
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investigations and improvements of rivers and waterways for flood control, 
navigation, and allied purposes. 

(2) The term “reclamation projects” means any project under the direction of 
the Secretary of the Interior for reclamation or irrigation purposes, including 
incidental features thereof, authorized by the Federal reclamation laws. 

Sec. 3. (a) In addition to such other data as may be prescribed by law, or 
may be pertinent, there shall be included in any report submitted to the Congress 
by the Secretary of the Army or the Secretary of the Interior with respect to 
the undertaking of any new flood control or navigation project, or reclamation 
project (including any new division of such project or new supplemental works 
on such project), an evaluation of the annual recreational benefits to be derived 
therefrom. 

(b) The evaluation of the recreational benefits, as provided in this section, 
shall be made upon the assumption that the annual value of such benefits is 
the product of (1) the estimated average number of persons which may reason- 
ably be expected on any day to enjoy the recreational benefits of the project area, 
(2) 365, and (3) $1. 

Sec. 4. Any ‘part of the total estimated cost of any such project allocated 
hereunder to recreational benefits shall be nonreimbursable and nonreturnable. 
Such nonreimbursable costs shall not exceed 15 per centum of the total project 
cost. 

Sec. 5. (a) In connection with the development of any flood control or naviga- 
tion project, or any reclamation project, the Secretary of the Army or the Secre- 
tary of the Interior, as the case may be, is authorized (1) to construct, operate 
and maintain minimum basic facilities for access to, and for the maintenance of 
public health and safety and the protection of public property on, lands with- 
drawn or acquired for the development of the project, and to conserve the 
scenery and natural, historic and archeologic objects, and (2) to cooperate with 
interested State and local governmental agencies and others in the investigation 
and planning of any such project, and (3) to permit the construction, mainte- 
nance, and operation of public park and recreational facilities on project lands. 
The facilities referred to in clause (1) of this subsection shall include, but 
shall not be limited to, sanitary facilities, parking areas, boat anchorage and 
launching sites, and access roads to the project area. 

(b) Nothing contained herein shall be construed to authorize a use of any 
project area in conflict with the major purposes for which the project was 
authorized. 

(c) In the implementation of the policy set forth in section 1, the Secretary 
of the Army or the Secretary of the Interior is authorized to permit the con- 
struction, maintenance, and operation of such additional facilities as may be 
necessary and desirable for the full development of the recreational potential 
of any reservoir area, developed as the result of any such project, in accordance 
with the provisions of section 4 of the Act of December 22, 1944, as amended 
(16 U. 8. C. 460d), and the provisions of such section are hereby made expressly 
applicable to reservoir areas under the control of the Department of the Interior. 
With respect to any such reservoir area under the control of the Department 
of the Interior, any reference in such section to the Chief of Engineers or the 
Secretary of the Army shall be deemed to refer to the Secretary of the Interior. 

Sec. 6. (a) The second sentence of section 9 (a) of the Reclamation Project 
Act of 1989 (483 U. S. C. 485h (a)) is amended by striking out “or navigation 
made under subsection (b) of this section”, and inserting in lieu thereof the fol- 
lowing: “navigation, or recreational benefits made under subsection (b) of this 
section, or as may be otherwise authorized by law”. 

(b) The first sentence of section 9 (b) of such Act (48 U.S. C. 485h (b)) is 
amended by inserting before the period a comma and the following: “and to the 
extent authorized by law part of said total estimated cost may be allocated to 
recreational benefits”. 


[S. 1221. 85th Cong., 1st sess. ] 


A BITLJI. To make the evaluation of recreational benefits and wildlife development resulting 
from the construction of any flood control, navigation, or reclamation project an integral 
part of project planning, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That it is the policy of the Con- 
gress that reservoir areas developed as the result of any flood control or navi- 
gation project undertaken by, and under the control of, the Secretary of the 
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Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, or any reclamation project un- 
dertaken by, and under the control of, the Secretary of the Interior should be 
made available in the interest of the national welfare for recreational purposes 
and wildlife development, insofar as use for such purposes does not impede or 
conflict with the major purposes of the project. Consistent with this policy, 
it is further the policy of the Congress (1) that as an integral part of the 
planning of any new flood control or navigation project, or reclamation proj- 
ect, or the modification or expansion of any such project now existing or here- 
after undertaken, there should be included, along with the evaluation of other 
proper objectives to be served thereby, an evaluation of the public recreational 
and wildlife benefits to be derived therefrom, and (2) that the planning with 
respect to the development of the recreational and wildlife potential of any 
such project should contemplate the coordination of the use of the project area 
for recreational and wildlife purposes with the use of existing or planned 
corresponding Federal, State, or local developments in such manner as to 
achieve maximum public benefit. 

Sec. 2. As used in this Act— 

(1) The term “flood control” or navigation project” means any project prose- 
cuted by the Department of the Army, under the direction of the Secretary of 
the Army and the supervision of the Chief of Engineers, for flood control and 
navigation, including channel and major drainage improvements, and investi- 
gations and improvements of rivers and waterways for flood control, navigation 
and allied purposes. 

(2) The term “reclamation project” means any project under the direction of 
the Secretary of the Interior for reclamation or irrigation purposes, including 
incidental features thereof, authorized by the Federal reclamations laws. 

Sec. 3. (a) In addition to such other data as may be prescribed by law, or may 
be pertinent, there shall be included in any report submitted to the Congress by 
the Secretary of the Army or the Secretary of the Interior with respect to the 
undertaking of any new flood control or navigation project, or reclamation proj- 
ect (including any new division of such project or new supplemental works on 
such project), an evaluation of the annual recreational benefits and wildlife 
development to be derived therefrom. 

(b) The evaluation of the recreational benefits, as provided in this section, 
shall be made upon the assumption that the annual value of such benefits is the 
product of (1) the estimated average number of persons which may reasonably 
be expected on any day to enjoy the recreational benefits of the projected area, 
(2) 865, and (8) $1. 

Sec. 4. Any part of the total estimated cost of any such project allocated here- 
under to recreational benefits and wildlife development shall be nonreimbursa- 
ble and nonreturnable. Such nonreimbursable costs shall not exceed 10 per 
centum of the total project cost. 

Sec. 5. (a) In connection with the development of any flood control or naviga- 
tion project, or any reclamation project, the Secretary of the Army or the Secre- 
tary of the Interior, as the case may be, is authorized (1) to construct, operate, 
and maintain minimum basic facilities for access to, and for the maintenance 
of public health and safety and the protection of public property on, lands with- 
drawn or acquired for the development of the project, and to conserve the scenery 
and natural, historic, and archeologic objects, and (2) to cooperate with inter- 
ested State and local governmental agencies and others in the investigation and 
planning of any such project, and (3) to permit the construction, maintenance, 
and operation of public park and recreational and wildlife development facilities 
on project lands. The facilities referred to in clause (1) of the subsection shall 
include, but shall not be limited to, sanitary facilities, parking areas, boat 
anchorage and launching sites, and access roads to the project area. 

(b) Nothing contained herein shall be construed to authorize a use of any 
project area in conflict with the major purposes for which the project was 
authorized. 

(c) In the implementation of the policy set forth in section 1, the Secretary 
of the Army or the Secretary of the Interior is authorized to permit the con- 
struction, maintenance, and operation of such additional facilities as may be 
necessary and desirable for the full development of the recreational potential of 
any reservoir area, developed as the result of any such project, in accordance 
with the provisions of section 4 of the Act of December 22, 1944, as amended 
(16 U. S. C. 460h), and the provisions of such section are hereby made expressly 
applicable to reservoir areas under the control of the Department of the Interior. 
With respect to any such reservoir area under the control of the Department of 
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the Interior, any reference in such section to the Chief of Engineers or the Sec- 
retary of the Army shall be deemed to refer to the Secretary of the Interior. 

Sec. 6. (a) The second sentence of section 9 (a) of the Reclamation Project 
Act of 1989 (43 U. S. C. 485h (a)) is amended by striking out “or navigation 
made under subsection (b) of this section,” and inserting in lieu thereof the fol- 
lowing: “navigation, or recreational benefits and wildlife development made 
under subsection (b) of this section, or as may be otherwise authorized by law”. 

(b) The first sentence of section 9 (b) of such Act (43 U. S. C. 485h (b)) is- 
amended by inserting before the period a comma and the following: ‘‘and to the 
extent authorized by law part of said total estimated cost may be allocated to 
recreational benefits and wildlife development.” 


Senator Kerr. I would like to put into the record at this time an 
article from the Tulsa World of February 17, 1957, on the subject of 
State lakes put boating in limelight, giving a very interesting de- 
scription of the extent to which recreational activity has dvdlinad 
in Oklahoma in connection with the lakes that have been constructed 
there by the Corps of Engineers and the Reclamation Department. 

(The item referred to is as follows :) 


{From the Tulsa World, February 17, 1957] 
StaTe LAKES Put BoaTine IN LIMELIGHT 
(By Walt Finley of the World staff) 


Back in 1942 Oklahoma’s recreation-minded sportsmen paddled, poled and 
putt-putted a few hundred boats up and down the State’s muddy and er- 
ratic streams, creeks and farm ponds. 

But that was before the era of the man-made lakes. Now, with nine large 
Federal lakes, a large string of State lakes and hundreds of good-sized lakes, 
thousands of boats of all sizes and descriptions churn the waters with regular- 
ity, to make boating one of the most popular participation sports in Oklahoma. 

Too, it has put boatbuilding into a class by itself and sporting goods manu- 
facturers are rubbing their eyes in wonderment at the way manufacture and 
sales have zoomed nationwide, but more particularly so in the arid Southwest. 

While no figures are presently available of the boats on State lakes, farm 
ponds and river banks, the figures are available for boats based over three- 
days on the Federal lakes in Oklahoma and the figures they come up with in 
their registry system are astounding. 


COST UP TO $75,000 


First of all, the Federal lakes of the area berth 946 craft in the cruiser class. 
These craft average anywhere from $5,000 to $40,000—and at one time Lake 
Texoma floated a craft that cost $75,000. Texoma claims 528 of these large 
craft, while Fort Gibson is second with 306. 

Records of the Tulsa district Army engineers show that of the 7,138 privately 
owned craft and the 1,817 for-hire craft, 8,852 are the common rowboat that is 
propelled by or has an outboard motor. This leaves only 103 craft to be divided 
up between sailboats, canoes and similar boats. 

When the figures are broken down, registry of boats for the various Federal 
lakes show Texoma far in the lead with 6,539 craft of all types registered. 


TENKILLER IS THIRD 


Fort Gibson ranks second in number, with 1,597 craft registered. Third is 
Tenkiller, with 1,038 craft. 

Below that, the figures start falling pretty sharply, with Heyburn, fourth at 
365 craft; Hulah, fifth, with 140; Canton, sixth with 90; Wister, seventh with 
80; Great Salt Plains, eighth with 36 and Fort Supply last, with 14. 

Fall River Reservoir, a Tulsa district project, has 84 craft registered, but it 
is not carried in the Oklahoma totals inasmuch as it is in the State of Kansas. 

What has caused this phenomenal growth in boating in the Southwest? That 
poses the question equal to which came first, the chicken or the egg? However, 
there is little doubt that the growth of man-made lakes has been the chief 
stimulus of boating, for very few boat manufacturers were in the Southwest 
proir to formation of the big lakes. 








RECREATIONAL BENEFITS FROM RESERVOIRS 5 


Today, the nine completed Corps of Engineers’ reservoirs in Oklahoma offer 
the boater a total of 154,090 acres over which he can skim, and when the Eu- 
faula. Keystone and Oologah Reservoirs are completed, the total will rise to 
283,990 acres. 

OKLAHOMA’S SHORELINE 


Translated into shoreline miles, these Federal lakes have a combined shoreline 
of 1,228 miles and Eufaula, Keystone and Oologah will up that figure to 2,518 
miles total. 

As can be seen from the above figures, Oklahoma has a large share of the 
water and the boats, although actual percentages are not known. However, a 
few figures on the national level will help to show how important boating has 
become both nationally, as well as here in the greater Southwest. 

The Boating Industry magazine in January of 1957 reported that there were 
5,971,000 pleasure craft in existence on all United tSates waters in calendar year 
1956, which means one boat for every 28 persons, according to census figures. 

This compares with 5,023,000 in 1953, and only 2,440,000 in 1947. 


SALES UP SINCE 1904 


In 1930, before most or any of the Nation’s larger man-made lakes were in 
existence, the number of boats was only 1,500,000 and in 1904—the year boating 
figures were first kept—the figure stood at only 15,000 nationwide. 

These same statistics disclosed that $1%4 billion was spent in 1956 at the 
retail level for new and used boats, accessories, safety equipment, fuel, insur- 
ance, docking and maintenance. 

Of this amount, $316,440,000 was spent for the purchase of new outboard 
boats and motors. Overall expenditures of 1956 were up about 1314 percent 
over the previous year. 

Of interest to the great Southwest, where many of the petroleum products 
of the Nation are produced, is the fact that boats in 1956 used 331 million gallons 
of gasoline, 17%4 million gallons of diesel fuel and 15% million gallons of lubri- 
cating oil. Commercial fishing craft is excuded from these figures. 


LAKE ATTENDANCE UP 


The statistics reveal also that 28 million persons are estimated to have taken 
part in recreational boating, making use of the waterways more than once or 
twice during 1956, or about 17 percent of all persons living in the continental 
United States, according to the United States Bureau of Census figures. 

To tie that latter figure into this area, the Corps of Engineers report an over- 
all attendance of more than 16% million persons at Tulsa district projects—a 
gain of 3 million over the preceding year. 

An all-time national attendance record was broken for the fifth consecutive 
year at Lake Texoma on the Oklahoma-Texas line during 1956 when a 12-month 
total of 7,471,600 visitors turned out for lake entertainment. The 1955 total was 
6,598,700, but the new figure surpasses that by almost a million. 

Fort Gibson which stands second on the list in popularity reported 3,706,500 
visitors for the calendar year 1956, as compared to the 2,745,500 persons visiting 
the reservoir area in 1955. 

The most popular lake is Tenkiller Reservoir. The visitors business there 
showed nearly a 500,000 gain in attendance this year over last. The engineers 
reported Tenkiller had 1,866,000 visitors during 1956, while 1955 recorded 
1,412,700. 

SOME HAUL BOATS 


When this number of people is tied into the nearly 9,000 registered boats on the 
Oklahoma projects, one begins to get a better view of the growing importance of 
boating and recreation in Oklahoma. 

And while the number of boats projected into the above figure covers only 
those boats that are to be kept on the Federal reservoirs 8 days or longer, that 
figure jumps considerably when it is realized that hundreds of boaters haul their 
boat by trailer to a lake nearly every pretty weekend, and then take it back home 
to be parked beside the house or garage until another weekend rolls around. 
These boats are never counted in the engineers’ tally. 

Recreational business as an adjunct to the primary purpose of reservoirs— 
that of flood control—has become so important that Oklahoma’s Congressmen are 
presently working on legislation that will take into account the dollars spent by 
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the public, plus the revenue income from leases, for economic justification of 
the projects. 

As the matter now stands, the projects must stand on flood control, hydroelec- 
tric power generation, and other benefits as economic justification, but without 
the factor of recreational income. 

If that legislation becomes effective an already booming recreational industry 
will go still higher, and as the once-famous Major Bowes said, “* * * and where 
it stops, nobody knows.” 


Senator Kerr. I would also like to put into the record at this 
point a letter from the Delta Chamber of Commerce, Delta, Colo., in 
which they tell us that they have gone on record as being in favor 
of the bill. 

(The item referred to is as follows:) 


DELTA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Delta, Colo., March 5, 1957. 
Senator Rosert S. Kerr, 
Senate Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR KERR: In regard to Senate bill No. 1164 which you and Sen- 
ator Monroney introduced, the people of Delta County and western Colorado: 
have gone on record as being in favor of this bill and wish to thank you for 
the time and effort spent in designing and introducing this bill. We feel this 
is a big step toward the future development of all States. Our legislators 
from Colorado have been urged to support you and the Senate bill No. 1164. 

Sincerely, 
LYMAN W. THOMAS, Manager. 


Senator Kerr. One from the Oklahoma Planning and Resources 
Board advising that they have endorsed the bill. 
(The letter referred to is as follows :) 


OKLAHOMA PLANNING AND RESOURCES BOARD, 
DIVISION OF WATER RESOURCES, 
Oklahoma City, Okla., January 22, 1957. 
Hon. Ropert 8S. Kerr, 
United States Senator, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DeEaR SENATOR KERR: In reply to your memorandum of January 16, 1957, 
wherein you request our views on a proposed bill designed to establish a 
formula for the evaluation of recreational benefits in projects undertaken by 
the Corps of Army Engineers and the Secretary of the Interior, we submit the 
following commments: 

We have gone over the proposed bill with our fish and game department 
and the park department and with the executive director of the Oklahoma 
planning and Resources Board. All agree that the bill is desirable and 
should be enacted into law. 

Our director of State parks did suggest a proviso which we believe may be 
desirable. “That prior to the construction of the facilities provided for in 
the bill by the Federal Government, that every effort should be made by the 
construction agencies to assign the recreational features to the State or local 
agencies of government. If, however, the construction agencies cannot make 
Satisfactory arrangements with the State and local agencies for the mainte- 
nance and operation of the works in the public interests, then the Federal 
agencies concerned would construct and operate the facilities as provided by 
the proposed bill.” 

We hope these few comments will be helpful to you and we feel that legis- 
lation of this kind has been needed for quite some time. We stand ready 
to lend you assistance possible at any time. 

Sincerely, 
FRANK RaAap., Assistant Director. 


Senator Kerr. Is there any Member of Congress here that wants to: 
make a statement on this bill ? 
Mr. Sisx. Mr. Chairman, I am Congressman Sisk of California. 
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Senator Kerr. Well, Congressman, we will be glad to have you. 
Have a seat right down there and we will be glad to hear from you. 

We have a statement from Congressman Charles O. Porter from the 
Fourth District of Oregon that we will put in the record a this point 
this morning. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. CHARLES O. PorTER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF OREGON 


Mr. Chairman, the objective of the Senate bill under discussion is very worthy. 
I am pleased to be the author of an identical bill on the House side, H. R. 4823. 

It may be of additional interest to this distinguished assemblage that I am 
presently working on the final draft of a bill to be introduced this session which 
will authorize an overall Rogue River Basin plan in southwest Oregon. This will 
include both tributary and mainstream works—for which there is a pervading 
need. 

The Rogue River Basin embraces all of Josephine County, nearly all of Jack- 
son County, and a large part of Curry County. Best use of the potentials of 
this development for economic purposes such as irrigation, fiood control, and 
power, will bring to this corner of Oregon the pre-eminence destiny has long 
held in store for it. 

I cannot overestimate the increasing need for and importance of the full 
development of the basin to broaden and stabilize the economic base upon which 
the people depend for their livelihood. 

Tremendous population rises in the Rogue River Basin have far outrun the 
resources developments capable of supporting that population permanently at an 
adequate level of living. 

Most of the increased population has been dependent on stepped-up operations 
of the lumber industry; a pace which cannot be conscientiously supported on a 
long-run basis without seriously depleting the forest resources of the basin. 

Additional agricultural development is urgently needed and appears to be the 
only type of basic resource development available for establishing permanent 
economic stability for the Rogue River Basin. Furthermore, the only feasible 
method of increasing significantly the level of agricultural development, is 
through expanded irrigation. 

Hydroelectric power production and flood control can and should be important 
incidental purposes served by the facilities constructed primarily for irrigation. 

However, the features of this extensive project with respect to flood control 
should not be underestimated. Rogue River and its principal tributaries are 
subject to frequent floods. The basin faces very serious losses and substantial 
damage to the highly developed lands adjacent to the stream courses in the cen- 
tral valley segment. 

The flood of December 1955 (another occurred in February 1956) was the 
largest flood of record, resulting in damages exceeding that of any previous flood. 

Hydroelectric power and flood-control development have fallen far short of 
meeting the needs of expanded economy in the Rogue River Basin. Arthur M. 
Piper, chairman of the Pacific Northwest field committee, Department of the In- 
terior, made this significant statement in October 1956: 

“According to data prepared in 1950, the power industry within the basin con- 
sisted of 5 hydroelectric plants of the California-Oregon Power Co., a privately 
owned plant at Gold Hill, a small municipal plant at Ashland, 2 small internal- 
combustion plants near Gold Beach, and a few small plants installed by indus- 
trial firms to provide power. Installed capacity was rated at 59,000 kilovolt- 
amperes for a total annual energy output of 385,100,000 kilowatt-hours. Total 
energy requirements within the Oregon portion of the market area supplied by 
the Rogue River and adjoining areas was 709 million kilowatt-hours. 

“Since 1950, even with new facilities constructed on the North Umpqua River 
by the California-Oregon Power Co., local generating capability has fallen far 
short of the energy requirement of the area. The deficit has been made up by 
importing power from the COPCO system in California and from other outside 
sources. 

“Additional generating capacity of nearly 700,000 kilowatts exist potentially in 
the Rogue River Basin.” 

There is strong economic and financial justification for a comprehensive plan 
to attain the needed irrigation, power, and flood-control development in the basin. 
The benefit-cost ratio is very favorable. 
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I recognize the significant fish and wildlife resources and scenic grandeur of 
the Rogue River Basin and the adjoining forest wilderness areas which not only 
serve the people who live here, but also attract visitors from all over the West 
and the Nation, and as such contribute to one of Oregon’s greatest industries. 
our tourist trade. 

My bill will take into account conservation of both fish and recreation re- 
sources. 


Senator Gore. Mr. Chairman, off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Kerr. On the record. 

All right, Congressman, we will be glad to hear your statement. 


STATEMENT OF HON. B. F. SISK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Sisk. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I want to thank my good 
friend, Senator Gore, for those very kind statements. I hope that 
sometime in the future, at least, [ may live up to some of his 
statements. 

Mr. Chairman, I am an author of what I believe to be an identical 
bill to yours in the House and am very much concerned with recrea- 
tion and wildlife development around these various projects and 
primarily I am here this morning to make just a very short oral 
statement, and with your permission get the permission of the com- 
mittee to file a statement before your hearings close. I am sorry I do 
not have a statement prepared this morning to file, but I would like 
to ask permission to file a statement before your hearings are closed. 

Senator Kerr. We will be glad to have you do that and it will be 
included in the record. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. B. F. Sisk, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity of appearing before your com- 
mittee in support of Senator Kerr’s bill. I am one of several Congressmen 
who have introduced identical bills in the House. 

I cannot too strongly emphasize my interest and concern with development 
of an adequate program for the public use of Federal reclamation and flood- 
control projects where such use is consistent with the primary purposes for 
which the facilities are constructed. It is most necessary that we realize the 
full potential of these projects by public use for recreation and by fishing and 
wildlife development. It is also proper and realistic to include an evaluation 
of these public benefits in calculating the justification for constructing them. 

In my opinion, the Congress is called on to determine policy in this field by 
the vast increase in public recreational demands accompanying our growing 
population and the need for providing facilities for constructive use of leisure 
time. The need is emphasized by the existence of administrative policies in 
handling these projects which are, in my opinion, shortsighted and unrealistic. 
It is simply not possible for the Corps of Engineers or the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion to provide adequately for public use under present budgetary and policy 
restrictions. 

I would like to make it clear that I am not advocating extravagant or 
luxurious frills on water and flood-control reservoirs. jut we badly need 
authority to provide access roads, adequate publicly owned shoreline land, 
basic facilities for handling the public, and consideration of public-use needs. 
I think, wherever possible, these basic facilities should be handed over to 
States and local agencies for administration and further development. We 
also need basic protection and encouragement of fishing and wildlife resources, 
because they provide a large part of the reason the public wants to use these 


areas. 
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In the final analysis, we are providing these projects to benefit the people 
and we need to recognize that public-use and recreational potentials are a part 
of this benefit. They must be evaluated and provided. 

Mr. Sisk. Fine, Mr. Chairman. 

In order not to take up a lot of the time of your committee this 
morning there are only a couple of things that I would like to men- 
tion that I feel are important and I w ould hope that our legislative 
record would establish the intent of the bill to consider fish and wild- 
life provisions along with the recreational benefits. 

I feel that the bills in general do indirectly call for that type of 
development but I have had under consideration since introduction 
of my bill possible amendments to the bill with that in mind and I 
just want to call to the attention and get in the record my concern 
that along with the recreational part of the development that we do 
consider the importance of fish and wildlife development also because 
I feel that it is important. 

One further thing that I would hope that the legislation would 
include and that we might make completely clear with reference to 
the intent of Congress and that would be that it be made applicable, 
that is, the recreational and public use benefits be made applicable 
to existing projects, because I know that in my own area and I am 
sure in other areas that it is possible that something could be done 
at existing projects where development has not gone forward here- 
tofore because of a lack of what the corps feels to be a direction on 
the part of Congress. 

Now, whether or not that can be satisfactorily worked into this 
bill, Mr. Chairman, I am not at the moment prepared to say, but I 
do think that it is something that should be dnshiiored and I do hope 
to see it considered because of the great amount of use that is being 
made of these projects and in many cases without very many facil- 
ities and very much area in which to operate. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate very much the time of your 
committee and, of course, it weld be my hope that that legislation 
of this type would be enacted in the very near future. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. Fine. Thank you, Congressman. 

Senator Case is here and I know of his keen interest in the matter 
about which you have just addressed yourself to and I wonder if 
the Senator has any questions that he would like to ask you. 

Senator Case. Well, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the points which 
the Congressman has made, particularly because in the bill, S. 1221, 
which I introduced, I included wildlife benefits as one of the things 
to be evaluated and put in the words “wildlife development” at vari- 
ous portions throughout the text of the bill with a view to meeting 
points that he has raised, 

Possibly there ought to be some definition of what recreation and 
the wildlife would include. But my own intent would be that recre- 
ational benefits and wildlife development should cover this whole 
field. 

I also take note of what he has said about making it applicable to 
existing projects. I think that is a thing that the committee ought 
to give some thought to. J “iink that projects where the repayment 
or the reimbursable features have not been liquidated that we might 
want to consider making this evaluation applicable or make it the 
basis for developmental features on an existing project. 
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I would like to ask the Congressman, Do you think that wildlife 
does not include fishing benefits ? 

Mr. Sisk. I beg your pardon, Senator / 

Senator Case. Do you think the term “wildlife development” for 
wildlife benefits does not include fishing benefits / 

Mr. Sisk. Well, of course I think that if we mention specifically 
wildlife—now, I am sorry, Senator Case, that 1 was unaware, I 
guess I had not reviewed your particular bill, but I see now that 
you have gone a little further than I have in my particular bill in 
that I had not mentioned wildlife. 

Now, fish and wildlife, of course, is a term that is normally re- 
fered to by the Department of the Interior, I suppose, because they 
feel that wildlife as such does not cover, of course, fish, or that fish 
would not cover wildlife, and for that reason the terms are normally 
always incorporated in-— 

Senator Case (interposing). I think that fish in that sense goes 
more to commercial fish operations, does it not? 

Mr. Sisk. Well, it is not my interpretation, Senator, that that be 
true. Possibly I am wrong on that, but it is my understanding that 
in referring to wildlife development and recreational areas that usu- 
allly the term “fish and wildlife” and by that I assume they mean, 
and I think they refer to sport fishing which we think of as stream 
fishing, lake fishing, and so on, for sports. 

Senator Case. Possibly, Mr. Chairman, we will want to develop 
that with some representative from the Department of the Interior. 

Senator Kerr. Yes. We have them here. 

Senator Case. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. Are there other questions of this witness? 

(There were no further questions of Mr. Sisk.) 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Congressman. 

Mr. Sisk. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. General Person, Corps of Engineers. 

General Person. Good morning, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Have a seat and we will be glad to hear your state- 
ment. Do you have copies? 

General Seon No, sir; I just have some notes. 

Senator Kerr. Has the corps made a report on the bill? 

General Person. Yes, sir. We have made a report. It is going 
through the Secretary of the Army to the Bureau of the Budget for 
clearance so that I am not in a position to state the specific views 
of the Department of the Army at this time. 

Senator Kerr. I see. 

All right, we will be glad to hear your off-the-cuff statement and 
views. 





STATEMENT OF GEN. JOHN PERSON, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF ENGI- 
NEERS FOR CIVIL WORKS, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


General Person. The bill, S. 1164, which is under consideration by 
this committee 





Senator Kerr (interposing). And S. 1221. 
General Person. Yes, sir. They reflect the growing public interest 
in the valuable recreational resources which are created by reservoirs 
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constructed by the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion. 

At the time we built our projects we did not anticipate and I think 
could not have anticipated the very extensive and growing use and 
enjoyment by the public of the water areas in these reservoirs. They 
are used for fishing, boating, swimming, camping, picnicing, and re- 
lated activities. Such use has increased from 16 million visits an- 
nually in 1950 te more than 70 million visitor days in 1956. 

Senator Kerr. General, I have here a report by the corps on attend- 
ance at these facilities by the States for the year 1955. Are you 
familiar with that? [Handing a document to General Person. ] 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. What does it show to be the total number of visitor 
days in 1955 in the Nation ? 

General Person. In 1955 it was 62,522,000. 

Senator Kerr. And that gives it by States? 

General Person. It does; yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. I would like to put that into the record. It will be 
inserted in the record at this point. 

(The tabulation referred to is as follows :) 


Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers—Recreation use of civil-works 
projects, attendance, and general facilities available 


























Type of recreational facilities provided by 
Federal, State and local governmental 
| | agencies and their concessionaires 
| Attendance, (seein tis, fi 
State and project calendar | 
year 1955 Over- | Boat 
: Picnic | Public | night jlaunch-| Rental 
areas | camp-/}accom-| ing boats 
| jgrounds| moda-/| sites 
tions 
Alabama: 
Black Warrior, Warrior, Tombigbee res- | | 
ervoir, locks, and dams. ..........-....--.| 253, 300 | Mls + cRcdginn scbdeadacsnaele RA - 
Jim Woodruff Reservoir (see Florida). | | 
Arkansas: | | 
Bayou Bodcau Reservoir (see Louisiana). | 
Blakely Mountain Reservoir_......-..------ | 763, 000 x x x x x 
Blue Mountain Reservoir...............---- 214, 000 xX xX x x x 
Bull Shoals Reservoir......-.---- erwkmeniel 1, 548, 000 x x xX x x 
TRC DIRT Us obec cnewdeosncananesnen 461, 500 X a Acanens x xX 
PUUMITOR RONOT WON. a) oc eke nndenadeccosdbade 230, 000 Zep a x x x 
Norfork Reservoir (see Missouri). 
California: | 
es } 2, 038, 700 Tis) Aowommiibiilcnadaee x x 
Harry L. Englebright debris basin........-- | 13, 200 Te" ngqcadeerebmcilaidention Bal Bead 
RE TION, ois ciicincccdonudancdactene 200, 000 xX a. lec x xX 
North Fork debris basin._........-....----- 24, 100 Iiae | aeecakedcon del mei beh... 
Pins FIGs TWO. unc wn densdeascedljad (i | sessstestiabhag tinal eae » ti he ae 
ee didustétwatabguded | 4 oo | conasemnl anno vel sGan Mel elbaenten 
Whittier Narrows Reservoir !........------ | eee | wncuwindinci aianiaried| ba ainnaetedenee 
‘Colorado: 
560m MiGrtin Reservoll . .é...dcccasscacissd 217, 700 x Bee eee x x 
Connecticut: 
Mansfield Hollow Reservoir-.-.........-.--- BEE Tekcccacdlancncmssteoadebues es Riana 
Florida: 
Okeechobee Lake and Waterway-.-.-.-..--.--- 300, 000 x x xX x xX 
Jim Woodruff Reservoir !................--.- | GRD fo cccwdoclnccccccnhbbed ta sesedeesans 
Georgia: | | 
Aliatoons Baser VOR. ..cndesnnccccecccissccd 1, 241, 500 x x xX x x 
Buford Reservoir !._- ‘ eho DD [ok odakesiehbwadweieidnaaeal sdoagnecttiedabee 
Clark Hill Reservoir... -_-... ‘ | 1, 368, 000 x x x | Rei pnxk 
Jim Woodruff Reservoir (see Florida). 
sa mt w Savannah bluff locks and dam No. 1_-| 61,400; X Me coc a ke SE he eee 
daho: | | 
Albeni Falls Reservoir_............--------- 108;000.1 |. X--.teceweis 1 ath x x 
Lucky Peak Reservoir_..._--- aes | TGOE Srnec dvdhawenntes icevse <a x 








See footnote at end of table 
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Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers—Recreation use of civil-works 
projects, attendance, and general facilities available—Continued 









































Type of recreational facilities provided by 
Federal, State and local governmental 
agencies and their concessionaires 
Attendance, ss 4 “ cee 
State and project calendar 
year 1955 Over- | Boat 
Picnic | Public | night jlaunch-| Rental 
areas | camp- | accom- ing boats 
|grounds| moda- | sites 
| | tions | 
| i 
Illinois: 
Mississippi River between Missouri River 
and Minneapolis, Minn.: 
Locks and dams Nos. 1 to 10___....--------- 405, 000 ME Picisee. 4 x - 
Locks and dams Nos. 11 to 22__.___.-------- 1, 072, 700 Te” ea Sa deeeiees xX _ 
Locks and dams Nos. 24 to 26___.--------.-- 1,000,000 | XX, | Re--ogts-c, POR i oe 
Ohio River locks and dams (see Kentucky). 
Indiana: 
Cagles Mill Reservoir_._...-.. alate 264, 000 By 0 cid acinar s xX x 
Ohio River Locks and dams (see Kentucky). | 
Towa: 
Mississippi River locks and dams Nos. 1 to 
22 (see Illinois). 
Kansas: 
pan meuver meservol...............<0.------- 303, 000 x I.” )Wiknadetad x x 
EET TIRE ONE «tcc cocecvenedauassuges 500, 000 x Se iseceeded x = 
Kentucky: 
Crmberland River locks and dams (see 
Tennessee). | 
Dale Hollow (see Tennessee). | 
SRT one occ eo asencet vce en 664, 400 - x7. . , 4 x 
Green and Barren Rivers, locks and dams | 
CTE nnn ee cee éne | 51, 000 a Wctahacebew PGE. 
Kentucky River locks and dams Nos. 1 to 
117, 100 xX aie es ; balaes jel peammboe 
oo ‘Cumberland (Wolf Creek Dam) _- 2,334,700; xX xX 4 x x 
Ohio River locks and dams Nos, 34 to 39, | | 
41, 43 to 53 288, 000 xX z | 
Louisiana: | | 
Bayou Bodcau Reservoir... --_-_------ 8,000 |_- eae > ae x 
Bonnet Carre spillway_.__.........------- 10, 800 | ones rok x 
Jefferson-Shreveport Waterway _---.----- 252,000; xX xX a eae x 
Wallace Lake Reservoir_...._.-.-- 15, 000 ia a Sa ie = bs! 
Massachusetts: | 
Birch Hill Reservoir-...........--.----- i MOO; A | A je...) A eit 
Knightville Reservoir_..__--.---- Fira tte 3 eee Be si cancate Guana 
es kaw deh enwows S008 besuccics Baise hina £6253 Sao a diailns 
Cape Cod Canal.__.......__- j 100,000; xX ~ ia Lich x 
Michigan: | | 
Keweenaw Waterway ------ : abate | Bes BOO ao an ccaMecdeans wi vilhetei 
Minnesota: | | 
Duluth-Superior Harbor, Cana] Park--_- 422, 400 ciel thes asdebddabelichiekdn wa rr 
Lac Qui Parle Reservoir _- 900; X eisai etd Aap eelded ben x 
Lake Traverse and Bois de Sioux River | | 
(see South Dakota). | 
Mississippi River (headwater reservoirs) --- 1, 067, 000 Sk Aes) Se x 
Mississippi River locks and dams Nos, | to | | 
10 (see Illinois). | 
Orwell Reservoir._........---..- abate. RONDE pn 6<nss pid pan Skee Lcecase 
Mississippi: | 
Arkabnutla Reservoir_____- 5 eid 99,000} xX | a gee 
Sd, whieh 232, 100 X Rive!) Bee ee x 
Grenada Reservoir__.____- Se cerned Aaah 640,000; X | X ie Se tee 
Sardis Reservoir _- i | 516,600; X | xX a» 4 x 
Missovri: | | 
Bull Shoals (see Arkansas). | | 
Clearwater Reservoir oe | 280, 000 m:. |. de esses S46 bio 
Mississippi River locks and dams Nos. 11 | | 
to 26 (see Illinois). | 
orfork Reservoir... 850,000 | X x x > a 
T Table Rock Reservoir (see Arkansas). | | | 
W appapello Reservoir _- aide 214,300; X X i fev x 
Montana: 
Fort Peck Reservoir _- ‘ | 109,900! xX X x x x 
Nebraska: } 
Gavins Point Reservoir (see South Dakota). | | | 
Harlan County Reservoir... 294, 100 xX x Eo 80 da Mei 
New r Hampshire: 
Blackwater Reservoir_.. : 3, 800 S wielled 
Eaward MacDowell Reservoir---_- pba ll 10, 700 xX xX uke 
Franklin Fells Reservoir._....-.------ is dl Oe bveencs i eaiainlall Jatin ho 2 Sad oe 
Surry Mountain Reservoir..-. SEN 14, 000 aka Se: me. Miaceus 


See footnote at end of table 
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Department of the Army, Corps of Hngineers—Recreation use of civil-works 


projects, attendance, and general facilities available—Continued 


Type of recreational facilities provided by 



































Federal, State and local governmental 
agencies and their concessionaires 
Attendance, ete. a _ oa 
State and project calendar | 
year 1955 Over- | Boat 
Picnic | Public | night |launch-| Rental 
| areas | camp-/|accom-| ing boats 
grounds) moda- | sites 
tions 
s sgt deinigeiias etait iene samba aocbeceipa biagtlinegae tah 
New Mexico: | } 
Conchas Reservoir.........--- denkkbcabduas 121, 600 x = x x x. 
Jesnez Canyon Reservoir............------- 28, 200 iY hesc ws S2asehss Glide conn 
New York: | 
Mount Morris Reservoir......-.-....------- 2 FE Matic cuwsbamueds etebie sot heks sick 
North Carolina | 
John H. Kerr Reservoir (see Virginia). | 
Cape Fear River locks and dams Nos. | to 3. 16, 000 we Whe ais gal teal bee 
North Dakota: 
Garrison Reservoir -- 112, 100 > ey eee Sek ies one os. J 
SN. CRONIN oo clhe cic ee nsdvcndcbliles 1, 000 x ceed wh teu eee aE one 
Lake Ashtabula (Baldhill ROAD 5s cence tiles 56, 000 mite ae x x x 
Oahe Reservoir ! nit Cai dw 86, 000 |.-....- Shih cite eek nde Jah itd Le 
Ohio: 
TUORET. SOIT, «oda vnthinnieasuhantelidng 182, 300 x x x x x 
ee a aa ae 256, 000 i. . <Aetiininaen ead ld x x 
Mosquito Creek Reservoir 324, 900 x ie  "bbbbaneees x x 
Muskingum River Reservoirs.........----.- | 3, 385, 000 x x xX xX a 
Ohio River locks and dams (see Kentucky). 
Tom Jenkins Reservoir (Burr Oak Dam)... 350, 000 es | Rscumsteeingieaeed x a 
West Fork of Mill Creek Reservoir....-...- 1, 225, 500 x we  Reeeeee x x 
Oklahoma: 
CSE ME xs. saethindavaetpecinadetod 343, 000 x ia oe, fees x x 
Pek a eee 2, 745, 000 xX xX x p 4 x 
Fort Supply Reservolt............<cseensesse- 231, 000 x iis : dine taal ae) dedesodess 
Great Salt Plains Reservoir..........--.---.- 404, 000 x x x x x 
SIGVOUID TOOT VGN 6 oxo dice ci cuttks<ctemdstun 401, 900 x Dh bcatbantd x a 
TEE GO WEE. vannwccacdesonssvansuienwe 479, 100 x x x x x 
Lake Texoma (Denison Dam) (see Texas). 
Tenkiller Ferry Reservoir...............-.-- 1, 412, 700 x bs x x Bs 
Wister Reservoir................. Ey 863, 200 a x x x x 
Oregon: 
Bonneville lock and dam Ss TE Socsc'ns no cnt elie diey-cesnigh ns inieet creel i ee es 
Cottage Grove Reservoir 36, 600 Te) ‘iaecenubienenesan an’ Wisc ecken 
DIOGO TROOIIVINE sb eademckib dntncccapecsiits 147, 200 x xX x xX x 
SS hE, EOE aad 24, 400 x me Ghai ane ey Pisieetcees 
Fern Ridge Reservoir...........-..-....-... 133, 300 x me A abode x x 
Lookout Point Reservoir 25, 900 x a i Wiciceeninnies ee ee ee 
MeNary lock and dam (see Washington). 
Pennsylvania: | 
Conemaugh River Reservoir..........------ | 53,400 | xX - Be ¢ Watoanevelvcwaeas 
Crooked Creek Reservoir. -............-....- 712, 500 x a. "PS me BAG To 
East Branch Clarion River Reservoir. ----- 114, 200 x wip nisl heats tl BE Do RR acid 
Loyalhanna Reservoir. ............-..-.-.--- 44, 100 x Bm” Beets x - 
Mahoning Creek Reservoir ---.....-.-.----- 16, 600 Bet Mecvgones 1b, wtpeenti . or 
A MINOT non stntebeenecusunmanccen 456, 500 x Tk Vououkews x x 
Youghiogheny River Reservoir........-.-..- 451, 700 bs me. Bkiwaamac x x 
South Carolina: 
Clark Hill Reservoir (see Georgia). 
South Dakota: 
Cee BOPOGE, BUMNEWUI ccs caciccccoccecccace BED ldadnintudlonacnne® dnote dl iiiinmeaenmida 
Fort Randall ROG VON... ccc cncsceccencdass 753, 300 xX xX x xX x 
Gavins Fomt RAs voll... ...csccavxpencesn’ DOD lent einen ontayee sii saan Eee cicn 
Lake Traverse and Bois de Sioux River-. MONO Yocceces- ibscde me dee At c 
Oahe Reservoir (see North Dakota). 
Tennessee: 
Center Hill Reservoir_..............-....- os 977, 000 x xX x xX x 
Cheatham lock and dam......-........-.-.-- | I ee x x 
Cumberland River locks and dams.- - ----- -| 72, 800 a eens ieee cae esvutchenronaaal 
Dale Hollow reservoir | 714, 000 Bei eke x x x 
Old Hickory lock and dam-..........-.-.-- 839,600 | X ec oa bau dice xX x 
Texas: | | 
Belton Reservoir...............-..- at stat eo a a aa eens oe Fea fs 
ROUTMUNUCE BONSE VOI - . . <i pendocageecasctecs 808, 000 xX hate Pitiesdcekat ae x 
Dam “B”’ Reservoir -......-.-.- bpbbast tbes | 331, 000 BAL ey (essenens bitin x 
Garza-Little Elm Reservoir_...........----- 1, 550, 000 xX wets 1 nae oe x 
Grapevine Reservoir.................-..-- -| 1, 170, 000 xX Ne senitivsacday 1h x 
Bare LOGR DT VO cba vend daasawd ovens 144, 000 ee x x 
Lake Texoma (Denison Dam) ----.--.------- | 6, 598, 700 eee i x 
LAVOE FORGE V ON ooo. 5s occ cncsncbninddsbherer PRONG) 5S 1b -~. eahinseseda rr: xX 
Gee) AUOIO TCONIN VON a ic cc ccincnccccdecenaus 675, 000 pa ieee tasdee eae x x 
WEG MOMENTO Satins oo dcbaskscubscsnce | 2,980,000 | xX 4 ary) ae xX 


See footnote at end of table 
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Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers—Recreation use of civil-works 
—— attendance, and general omnuannne available—Continued 














Type of recreational facilities provided by 
Federal, State and local governmental 
| agencies and their concessionaires 
Attendance, | = 
State and’ project |” calendar ‘ 
year 1955 Over- Boat 
Pienic | Public | night |launch-| Rental 
| areas | camp-/|accom-| ing | boats 
grounds; moda-| sites | 
| tions 
— — —_ — ———} —_ ee | — = — —_—_ 
| 
Vermont: Union Village Reservoir... ..---- a O00 -.-53 Doct RR Ee Ba et cate 
Virginia: 
Bluestone Reservoir (see West Virginia). | | | 
John H. Kerr Reservoir_.........-..--------| 1,923,000 ee ot oa xX 
REE GREE WON in cpwrecssececceussssus~ 502, 000 Th -deecduaneees 7 a x 
Washington: 
Bonneville lock and dam (see Oregon). | 
Chief Joseph Dam (Rufus Woods Lake) '_.. 46,800} X |-......- Laat UBT MLS daeléince 
Lake Washington ship canal...__.......__ a RN Ee Se 1 sng abseil b llcadeiahal 
McNary lock and dam.....................-| 325, 000 i a Aeatahteee xX x 
Mill Cresk Reservolr.......................] 47,500 |......-- I ea iulcg aes uci suid bonne 
Mud Mountain Reservoir. _-..........--.-- 31, 200 7%. ie ick ee Ue Mi Sakata ce 
The Dalles lock and dam (see Oregon). 
West Virginia: | 
ED NONE 5b on ubwncenccdeseceocuc< 464,500 | X x. Kreed) x 
Tygart River Reservoir.............-.....-. 432, 600 eh gle Jankteeep i ae xX 
Wisconsin: 
Mississippi River lock and dams Nos. 1 to | 
22 (see Lilinois). | } 
Total 1955 attendance____._._.-- Lip ete cable 62, O00 1 css aid es Me ahhh ie capa ancl icewine 


1 Project under construction. 


Senator Kerr. 1 wonder, does the corps have a later report than 
that, say, for 1956? 

General Person. It is in process of being compiled, sir. The total 
will be about 70 million and the details of that have not yet been com- 
pletely compiled. 

Senator Kerr. I have noticed some publicity for the month of Janu- 
ary, I believe, that seemed to indicate that you have made available 
either a report for January compared to January a year ago or an 
estimate. 

General Person. I would have to check that, sir, for the record. 

Senator Kerr. Fine, and we would like, if it is convenient, for you 
to give us for the record such information as you have for 1956 in 
January. 

General Person. We will be very happy to, sir. 

Senator Kerr. And January 1957, fine. We would appreciate that 
very much. 

(The information requested is as follows :) 

Information on the recreational attendance during 1956 at project areas under 
the jurisdiction of the Corps of Engineers is now being assembled and complete 
information for that year is not yet available. However, preliminary review of 
information available indicates that such attendance exceeded 70 million during 
1956. 

Senator Hruska. Mr. Chairman, may I inquire as to what areas 
these visitors came to in the number of 70 million for 1956? 

Senator Kerr. There is a tabulation of them by States and projects 
for 1955. (A document is handed to Senator Hruska.) 

Senator Hruska. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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General Person. Now, Mr. Chairman, we estimate that we will 
reach at least 100 million visitor-days by 1960 at the rate of in- 
crease——— 

Senator Kerr (interposing). What was it in 1956? 

General Person. In 1956 it was approximately 70 million as com- 
pared to 16 milion in 1950, so, in 6 years it increased from 16 to 70. 

Senator Gore. May I ask a question there, Mr. Chairman ? 

General Person. Yes. 

Senator Gore. Despite those staggering but, I think, satisfying fig- 
gures and statistics, recreation is given no economic value in the de- 
velopment of a project ? 

General Person. That is right, sir; under present legislative policy. 

Senator Kerr. It is given no effect in the matter of tabulating the 
economic advantages calculated by the corps to justify the project ? 

General Person. Yes, sir; and it is obvious to us that the recrea- 
tional resource produced by the projects built primarily for flood 
control and navigation is of very great and growing national impor- 
tance. We agree that it is very reasonable that recreational values 
be considered in the economic analysis of Federal water resources 
projects and that Congress consider the extent to which the Federal 
Government should participate in providing and developing this re- 
source. As a matter of fact, the Chief of Engineers has recently 
pointed out the need for iegislation to clarify the position of the Fed- 
eral Government in this field. Although I cannot give you the for- 
mal views of the Department of the Army on the pending legislation 
i can say that the Chief of Engineers certainly does favor legislation 
which would give adequate recognition to recreation as a purpose of 
water-resource projects. 

Senator Kerr. The economic value of it ? 

General Person. That is right, sir; and we, of course, recognize that, 
the extent to which the Federal Government should participate in 
providing this water resource is a matter for consideration by the 
Congress. 

Now, we have studied both bills rather carefully and we have some 
suggestions which we feel might improve them if it would not be 
presumptuous to offer them. 

Senator Kerr. It would be in our judgment very appropriate for 
you to give us the benefit of those suggestions and, 1n fact, that is one 
of the purposes of the hearing. 

General Person. Thank you, sir. 

First, it is not entirely clear to us whether either of these bills 
would give us authority to consider recreation in all new projects or 
only for those projects which have not yet been reported to Congress. 
We would suggest that that could readily be clarified on page 2, line 
5 after the words “or reclamation project,” if the words, “heretofore 
or hereafter authorized” were inserted. 

Also, sir, in connection with the previous testimony, if the word 
“new” in line 4 were omitted and the words “heretofore or hereafter 
authorized” were inserted that would permit the modification of 
existing projects. 

Senator Kerr. Now, you would accomplish that by eliminating 
the word—— 

General Person (interposing). The word “new” from line 4 on 


page 2. 
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Senator Kerr. And after the word “project” where it first appears 
in line 5 

General Person (interposing). No, sir; the second “navigation 
project or reclamation project heretofore or hereafter authorized.” 

Senator Kerr. You think that that would make it abundantly 
clear that the heretofore or hereafter authorized would apply equally 
to flood control or navigation projects although it does not appear 
until after the words “reclamation project” ? 

General Person. Yes, sir; I think so. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I would carry that a little further 
and take out the first “for” and the first “project” to make it read: 
* * * that as an integral part of the planning of any flood control, navigation, 
or reclamation project heretofore or hereafter * * *. 

Senator Kerr. Any flood control, navigation, or reclamation proj- 
ect heretofore or hereafter authorized ? 

General Person. Yes, sir; that would completely clear it, I think. 

Senator Hruska. Would that require a recomputation of the bene- 
fits or the figures on projects which have already been constructed ? 

General Person. It would require an analysis to see whether the 
additional features to be provided or possibly additional land to be 
provided would be economically justified by the benefits to be ex- 





pected. 

Senator Kerr. In the event of a purpose to modify any project 
already completed ? 

General Person. Yes, sir; that would require reanalysis of the 
project. 


Senator Kerr. I would think that one of the great advantages of 
the amendment, and I certainly am happy that the general has sug- 
gested it, would be to make the provision applicable | to projects now 
under consideration with reference to which reports have been or are 
about to be made. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, in 1954 there were some bills along 
this line that were introduced in Congress and I have a copy of a let- 
ter which was written apparently by Mr. Roland Hughes, then Direc- 
tor of the Bureau of the Budget under date of September 10, 1954, 
to the Secretary of the Interior. Possibly in due time we will get 
an expression from the Budget on the whole thing, but there is one 
sentence which I think is pertinent to this matter immediately under 
discussion in which Mr. Hughes said: 

As a result of this study we have come to the conclusion that any proposed 
legislation on this subject should preferably be broad enough in scope to apply 
to the reservoir areas of all Federal agencies engaged in such construction. 

And I think that is pertinent in that whatever we do here we make 
it applicable to Army engineer reservoirs, Bureau of Reclamation 
reservoirs or even the Department of Agriculture, if the nature of 
the project is such that the provisions would be applicable. 

Senator Hruska. The bill, however, as drawn extends only to those 
projects undertaken by the Secretary of the Army or the Secretary 
of the Interior? 

Senator Kerr. I think that on the basis of the present statutes 
applicable that we will find we would be confronted with a different 
situation on Agriculture because they are local projects, the develop- 
ment of which have a different standard and set of requirements to 
the justification requirements of reclamation or flood-control projects. 
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Senator Case. I think that is possibly true in the Small Water- 
sheds Act and we did establish some dividing line of 4,000 acre-feet 
and those—— 

Senator Kerr (interposing). And I believe that the test as to 
whether—5,000 acre-feet—and as to whether the test as to whether or 
not it should be built as I recall is not its economic justification so 
much as it is its relationship to the project by a local subdivision of 
government. 

Senator Case. Well, I recognize that we get into another field 
there, but I think it is clear from this letter from Mr. Hughes at the 
time that whatever we do should be done with respect to both the 
Interior dams and the Corps of Engineer dams. 

Senator Kerr. I think that is entirely correct. 

Senator Casgr. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Kerr. On the record. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, I think that the basic test ought 
to be whether or not there is a general public benefit or whether the 
benefit is local in character. 

Senator Hruska. In that connection may I ask General Person, 
Mr. Chairman, whether there is any breakdown of these attendance 
figures as to whether they are local or nonlocal ? 

General Person. We have no accurate data on that, sir; but a 
very large part of the attendance, especially in our larger reservoirs 
is certainly nonlocal. For example, some that I am most familiar 
with, Wolf Creek, Dale Hollow, and Center Hill, which provide very 
fine bass fishing, the use is predominantly nonlocal because they are 
built in relatively sparsely populated areas and they draw attend- 
ance from several hundred miles around, sir. 

Senator Hruska. The economic benefits therefrom in the form of 
motels or fish camps or restaurants or service stations, and so on; how- 
ever, those are pretty localized f 

General Person. Those monetary benefits are local, I would agree, 
in that they inure to the people who come in and build motels, ‘boat 
docks, restaurants, and so forth. 

Senator Kerr. The benefit, however, of the use of the recreational 
facility flows primarily, though, to the one who uses it whether he 
is a local resident or a visitor ? 

General Person. That is true, sir; and, of course, the benefits from 
the purchase of equipment, guns, fishing rods, outboard motors, tents, 
and so forth, are widely dispersed as the visitor norm ‘ally buys his 
equipment before he leaves home. So, to that extent, there would 
also be a w idespread benefit. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, I think possibly I might be inter- 
preted as giving a wrong position for the Bureau of the Budget if 

I left the matter just where it appears now to be. 

I think possibly I should read just a few short paragraphs here 
from that letter that I read from before in fairness to the Bureau of 
the Budget. 

In the letter of September 10, 1954, it is stated: 





We have come to the conclusion that any proposed legislation on this subject 
should preferably be broad enough in scope to apply to the reservoir areas of 
all Federal agencies engaged in such construction. 
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Then it goes on to say: 

We also believe that it would be desirable for such legislation to include the 
folowing provisions : 

(1) Emphasize the policy that except in cases of national significance the 
utilization and development of the recreational potentialities of reservoirs should 
be a State and local responsibility. 

(2) Include a declaration that the water areas of all reservoirs shall be 
accessible for public use without charge. 

(3) Require that any land areas proposed to be acquired to preserve and 
protect.recreational values should be listed in project proposals and their acquisi- 
tion specifically authorized by Congress. 

(4) Require that lands acquired under item (3) above should be sold at cost 
to State or local agencies as soon as possible for recreational development and 
that if not sold within some reasonable time after acquisition, such as 10 years, 
they should be sold on the open market at fair market value with preference 
given to State or local governments. 

Then there are some additional considerations but I was a litle fear- 
ful of the way the discussion was going here that I might be misrepre- 
senting the position, the historical position of the Bure: au of the Bud- 
get on some basic principles involved, and I assume in due time we 
will get some comment from the Bureau of the Budget on these speci- 
fic bills. 

Senator Hruska. With those additional thoughts, Mr. Chairman, I 
think it might be well for us to canvass what differences, if any, would 
exist betwen this bill as proposed and the Small Watersheds Act where 
I recall it is 5,000 acre-feet for certain purposes but they can go as 
high as 25,000 acre-feet when municipal water supplies are concerned. 
Is that not true? 

Senator Kerr. Either municipal water supply or local irrigation 
districts or other water conservative districts, but in those events the 
Federal Government does not pay for it and is fully reimbursable; 
that is, the Federal Government does not pay for it on a permanent 
basis. They either permit the local participant to pay for it, as I re- 
call the provisions of the bill, or there is a provision in the bill where- 
by the Federal Government can loan funds for it. 

Senator Hruska. However, they do not repay the whole thing, do 
they? The do not repay the flood benefits? 

Senator Kerr. They pay for everything above the 5,000 acre-feet. 

Senator Hruska. Up to 5,000 they do not pay any of it? 

Senator Kerr. That is correct. 

Senator Hruska. Would it not be well for us to determine whether 
there might be a discrepancy at least between that type of reservoir 
and this one, the type we have here / 

Senator Kerr. Yes; I think it would. And certainly I would not 
have any thought of discriminating against those projects—this is 
off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Senator Kerr. On the record. 

Senator Hruska. I have no further questions on that. 

Senator Kerr. Any further questions? 

Senator Casr. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

General Person, in your evaluation of a proposed project either 
for navigation or flood control where there are obvious recreational 
benefits, are you authorized under present law to use those in de- 
termining the benefit-cost ratio for feasibility purposes? 
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General Person. We are authorized, sir, and do, of course, point 
out those benefits in our report as being incidental to the project 
purposes, but we do not normally use them as part of our economic 
justification. 

Senator Kerr. In that tabulation of recognizable assets that go 
into that column of the benefit of the project, you do not put any 
concrete figures of economic evaluation in there when you come back 
and say, “This project has a benefit-cost ratio of 1 to 1.1 or 1.60, or 
whatever it may be”? 

General Person. That is right, sir. 

Senator Casz. And you do not indicate, therefore, any basis for 
assessment of benefits or liquidation of costs by reason of the recrea- 
tional features ? 

General Person. No, sir. 

Senator Casr. Now, I recall very distinctly a few years ago when 
General Potter who was the Division Engineer of the Missouri River 
Division appeared before the Senate Appropriations Subcommittee 
dealing with the civil works appropriation bill, when he stated that 
the Gavins Point Dam and Reservoir would create what he thought 
was probably the finest recreational area of any reservoir that had 
been constructed by the Corps of Engineers. Are you familiar with 
that general line of testimony ? 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Senator Casr. He used that as justifying or arguing for the pro- 
viding of the funds for the progress of the, or the continued con- 
struction of the, reservoir. He pointed out that that particular dam 
was to create a reregulating dam and reservoir and that consequently 
it would have a practically constant shoreline. 

General Person. Yes; that is true. 

Senator Casr. And yet you state that under present law, although 
that might be urged as a distinct benefit for the public, you have no 
authority in law to use that in evaluating the economic benefits of the 
project ? 

General Person. That is right, sir; although we very frequently 
point out those incidental benefits and we frequently estimate what 
they might amount to in dollars; we do not normally use them in 
figuring our benefit-cost ratio. 

Senator Case. But you are accustomed to evaluating what the eco- 
nomic value of them is? 

General Person. That is true, sir. 

Senator Case. To the public? 

General Person. Yes, sir; but we are not authorized by law to use 
that as an economic justification of the project. It is used frequently 
to aid in pointing out the desirability of a project, but not in the dollar 
and cents benefit-cost ratio analysis. 

Senator Kerr. You still observe your traditional custom of making 
the economic estimate of the benefits in accordance with provisions of 
law? 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hruska. May I ask at that point when you do evaluate the 
dollar value which you do not take into consideration in economic 
justification, what elements go into that? What is that dollar volume 
or value composed of ? 
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General Person. It is the estimated number of annual visitors—— 

Senator Kerr. No; he said, as I understood the question, what does 
go into that legal evaluation of the column / 

Senator Hruska. No; the nonlegal, the recreational part. 

Senator Kerr. I beg your pardon. 

General Person. We would normally estimate the annual number 
of visitors, number of visitor-days per year times a figure dependent 
upon the location and other considerations which in our best judgment 
represented the value of the visitor-day in money. 

Senator Case. To whom or what ? 

General Person. To whomever it might accrue. 

Senator Hruska. To the trade territory or trade area or resort 
area ? 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. As part of it you can also include the value of it 
to the manufacturer of tackle and motors maybe in New England 
or 





General Person (interposing). That could enter into it, sir. We 
have used it not frequently, sir, and since we have not used it for the 
positive economic justification of a project we may not have been too 
scientific in our estimation, but in our best judgment we have taken a 
figure of so many dollars per day, more or less. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, in starting this line of questioning I 
was trying to get at what I regard as the crux of the issue that is 
involved in legislation of this type. I think we are here laying the 
foundation, if there is a logical foundation, for legislation of this 
type. It rests upon whether or not the building of these projects 
creates a public benefit measurable, so far as the public is concerned, 
so far as the general welfare is concerned, but not identifiable, per- 
haps, in terms of individuals to whom that benefit or cost may be 
assessed. 

If there is a real general economic benefit in recreation and wildlife 
as real as the improvement of the stream for navigation or—— 

Senator Kerr (interposing). Abatement of pollution. 

Senator Case (continuing). Or abatement of pollution or the 
revention or control of floods, but yet not identifiable as to individual 
enefits, then, it seems to me, we have a sound basis for introducing 

a new factor into the economic justification of projects and also into 
the assessment of costs. 

Senator Gore. Would you allow me to offer a modification of lan- 
guage and thought ? 

Senator Casg. Always. 

Senator Gore. Instead of introducing a new economic factor would 
it not be more correct to say that we give legal recognition to an im- 
portant economic factor? 

Senator Case. The Senator from Tennessee is helpful, as usual. 
It is a matter of recognizing something which we have been pleading 
but not giving equal recognition to. 

Senator Hruska. I am wondering, General, if the Senator will 
yield, if we could have supplied to us perhaps the details or the 
results of your computation of some of these extra legal benefits 
economic and dollarwise which you referred to a little while ago. 

General Person. We could give you some examples of cases in 
which we have made such a computation; yes, sir. 
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Senator Hruska. And the way it is arrived at and its details so 
we would know something more than just general language. 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 


Evaluation of recreational benefits generally have not been included in re- 
ports submitted to Congress by the Chief of Engineers. Some recent reports, 
however, have considered recreational values in view of the growing concern 
with the recreational opportunities created by reservoir projects. 

The primary benefits from recreational use are considered to be in the nature 
of personal welfare gains to the individuals using the project areas for recrea- 
tional purposes. On this basis the annual value is determined by the product 
of the estimated annual visitor-days of recreational use of the project area and 
the estimated value of a visitor-day of use. The amount of expected use in 
visitor-days is estimated from experienced use of other similar areas con- 
sidering relative attractiveness, accessibility, availability of other similar op- 
portunities in the vicinity, and other similar matters. The value of a visitor- 
day of use may be estimated from the prices paid for the use of comparable 
recreational areas. It may be noted, however, that the determination of this 
value involves a number of judgement factors. 

A recent example of a project for which recreation benefits have been evalu- 
ated in a report being prepared for submission to Congress is the review re- 
port on the Salem Church Reservoir, Va. The National Park Service fur- 
nished a preliminary estimate of the recreational benefits of $750,000 annually 
based upon an estimated annual recreation attendance of 500,000 and a unit 
value of $1.50 per visitor-day. In addition, the Fish and Wildlife Service esti- 
mated the wildlife benefits at $480,000 annually. These benefits are shown in 
the report of the District Engineer but are not included in computation of the 
benefit-cost ratio. 


Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, one further question. 

General Person, has the Corps become more conscious of this value 
to the general public in recent years ! 

General Person. Oh, yes, sir; because as I said at the start, we did 
not realize when we started in this business the extent to which the 
public would use our water areas. And I do not think we could have 
anticipated it. 

Senator Casr. Of course, the figures that you have cited on the 
increased visitor days is evidence of something or other and my own 
feeling is that it is a reflection of the greater demand that the public 
is placing upon recreational facilities and the greater need that is 
recognized perhaps in our modern civilization for recreational oppor- 
tunities. 

I think that the National Park Service is experiencing this same 
increased demand, and so is the Forest Service. 

General Person. In fact, we have recommended legislation to ac- 
complish the same purposes as the bill we are discussing today, so 
that we do very definitely recognize that the growing importance of 
recreation has created a need for clarifying by congressional action. 

Senator Kerr. Or recognizing its economic value. 

Senator Revercoms. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question at this 
point ? 

Senator Kerr. Senator Revercomb. 

Senator Rrevercoms. General, today when you get the flowage or 
flood rights which are often taken on the land you take only the right 
to flood or flow—the land, the rest of the land not taken up to the high- 
est point of flowage—continues to belong to the owner. 

Now, I want to ask you this question, when you go in there and 
speak of benefit to the public what value are you going to place or 
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are you going to condemn more than flowage or flooding rights in the 
land that you cover with the dam? With the lake from the dam? 

General Person. Under the present land-acquisition policy, which 
is a joint policy agreed upon in 1953 between the Department of the 
Interior and the Department of the Army, we now acquire in fee up 
to the 5-year flood frequency level or 300 feet from the edge of the 
permanent pool. 

Senator Revercoms. Three hundred feet beyond the level? 

General Person. Yes, sir; and then easement up to the top of the 
flood-control pool so we do acquire a belt of land around the reservoir. 
We also acquire lands required for public access, in fee. 

Senator Revercoms. That is when you purchase or condemn you 
require that 300-foot strip around—— 

General Person (interposing). Three hundred feet or up to the 

5-year flood frequency, which is—— 

Senator Revercoms (interposing). Whichever is farthest from the 
water ¢ 

General Person. Normally the corps acquires up to the 5-year 
frequency. 

Senator Revercoms. When did that rule go into effect ? 

General Person. In 1953. Previous to that we acquired much more 
in fee and there was a reduction in our fee taking which was agreed 
upon at that time. 

Senator Revercoms. I know in some instances which you required 
only flowage rights—— 

General Person (interposing). You are correct, sir; in the case of 
a dam where there is no pool, where there is no perm: nent pool, in a 
dam which is commonly known as a dry dam, we acquire only the 
flowage rights. 

Senator Revercoms. But where you create a lake you do acquire 
land beyond the borders of the water ? 

General Person. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Revercoms. May I ask a question? Following and sum- 
marizing in general on the questions I asked a few minutes ago, when 
the Government acquires land above a dam or a proposed dam, for 
the pool or lake that is created it acquires land beyond the land that 
is flooded with water and it acquires it in fee, does it not ? 

General Person. Yes, sir; up to the 5-year flood-frequency level, 
or the 300-foot horizontal distance. 

Senator Revercoms. My question is that the United States then in 
fact becomes the riparian owner of the land ? 

General Person. That is correct, sir; however, as I explained, only 
in the case of a dam with a permanent pool. When we have a dry 
dam we acquire only—— 

Senator Revercoms. Are you speaking of the dams on the flowing 
river ? 

Senator Kerr. He speaks of a dam that is not maintained with any 
permanent reservoir. 

Senator Revercoms. I understand that, but you take a flood-con- 
trol dam on a flowing river that does not create a permanent pool 
above. That isa dry dam? 

General Person. If we impound no water permanently. 

Senator Revercoms. Take the dams on the Ohio River—— 
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General Person. They are not flood-control dams. 
Senator Revercoms. ‘Take the Kanawha River 
General Person. They are not flood control. 
Senator Revercoms. They are supposed to be. 
General Person. They are navigation and power. 

Senator Revercoms. But also the roller gates are used there in case 
of high water. 

Senator Kerr. I think the general means they are not exclusively 
flood-control reservoirs. 

General Person. They have no effect on floods. The roller gates 
are raised out of the way during the high flows so that the dams will 
not contribute to high water, but they don’t have an impounding 
effect. 

Senator Revercoms. A terrific argument was made for them as 
affecting water in flood times. There has always been talk that roller- 
gate construction, while it is principally for navigation, does affect 
high- water flow. 

General Person. Yes, sir, that is very true in that the roller gate 
can be completely removed from the bed of the stream and therefore 
does not constitute any impeding action to the flood waters. In other 
words, the roller gate does not contribute to increasing the flood prob- 
lem, but it also does not contribute toward alleviating the flood prob- 
lem. 

Senator Revercoms. And you call that a dry dam ? 

General Person. No, sir, we consider that just a navigation struc- 
ture not for flood control. 

Senator Revercoms. What is a dry dam, then 4 

General Person. It would be a dam built—— 

Senator Kerr. On a tributary to the Ohio. 

General Person. Where there is no water permanently impounded, 
where the natural flow goes through gates which are not control gates, 
and where the water is impounded. only in time of flood. 

Senator Kerr. They impound the water there while the river is in 
flood stage and as soon as the river goes down a little, they release 
that water. 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hruska. In fact, the amount of the release is controlled by 
the aperture at the base of the dam. 

General Person. That is usually the case; yes, sir. For example, 
the Miami Conservancy District dams are mostly of that type. 

Senator Revercoms. Miami? 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. Yes.Senator Case. 

Senator Casr. General Person, what legal or statutory authority 
do you have today for the construction of recreational facilities in 
connection with the reservoir projects ? 

General Person. Public Law 780 of the 83d Congress, 2d session, 
authorizes us to construct, maintain, and operate public parks and 
recreational facilities in reservoir areas under the control of the 
Department of the Army and to permit the construction, maintenance, 
and operation of such facilities. It also describes the procedure under 
which we can do that. 
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Senator Casr. As a matter of policy, how far do you go in that 
construction ¢ 

General Person. We provide the minimum essential facilities, in- 
cluding access, and a certain amount of facilities such as boat ramps 
and occasionally picnic areas, but we do not go into the business of 
building parks or inns or motels or anything of that type. 

Senator Case. But you do have authority and recognize a respon- 
sibility for the minimum facilities and for the replacement of any 
recreational facilities that might be destroyed due to the construction ? 

General Person. The first is very true, sir. The second—yes, sir, 
they are both true. 

Guatatiny Kerr. That is any recreational facility which they place 
there. You wouldn’t contemplate replacing those which private peo- 
ple or State authorities had built there ? 

General Person. Well, we would have to if we destroyed them. 
We would replace them by purchase or by condemnation. 

Senator Kerr. But I mean if you build a lake and then the State 
goes in there and builds a lodge and that is destroyed, you don't replace 
that, do you? 

General Person. No, sir, only if our construction of the dam and 
reservoir destroyed existing recreational facilities, then we pay for 
them the same as a farm or a warehouse. 

Senator Case. And if it were a public facility, you would have a 
aoe for replacement the same as if you destroyed a road ? 

yeneral Person. Yes, sir. That, of course, is considered a cost 
against the project in our economic analysis. 

Senator Casr. This Public Law 780 of the 83d Congress; was this 
a general flood-control act ? 

General Person. Yes, it was the Flood Control Act of 1954. 

Senator Case. And have the bases for evaluation of the feasibility 
of projects been carried in general flood-control acts heretofore ? 

General Person. I would say, “Yes,” sir; in general. 

Senator Case. Now, Mr. Chairman, those two questions, I think, 
are important for us to consider here, because presently this commit- 
tee has under consideration an omnibus flood control bill and the 
reason I asked those questions was for the definite purpose of bringing 
to your attention the possibility that this legislation might well be 
considered as a section or as a special title to the omnibus flood control 
bill. If the provision which General Person cited was a part of a 
previous flood-control bill, to wit, the act of 1954, and if other criteria 
or standards of measurement for the feasibility of the projects have 
been part of the other Flood Control Act, we might well consider 
the possibility of placing in the omnibus flood control bill whatever 
the committee might want to propose growing out of these hearings. 

Senator Kerr. Any further questions of General Person ? 

Senator Hruska. General Person, in the case of this Fort Randall 
Reservoir, there the water level will be relatively stable so that the 
300-foot rule would apply in that case, would it not, for acquisition 
of—or was it Gavins Point Reservoir, is that the one with the stable 
level ? 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hruska. Gavins Point? 

General Person. Right. 
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Senator Hruska. Is that where the 300-foot rule would prevail ? 

General Person. I couldn’t say. It all depends on the steepness of 
the bank. Where you have a steep bank, your 5-year flood frequency 
height would not go back as much as 300 feet. Where you have 
sloping banks, your elevation of your 5-year flood would go back 
more than 300 feet. 

Senator Hruska. Where the pool is a stable pool, where does the 
5-year flood frequency come into it ? 

General Person. In other words, if the pool will be stable and not 
raised in flood times, then you use the 300-foot rule. Your 5-year 
flood would be at the same level as the permanent pool if your pool 
didn’t fluctuate. In that case the 300-foot rule would be followed. 

Senator Hruska. Was it followed in this case, do youknow? That 
predates the 5-year rule to which you refer. 

General Person. I think Gavins Point was acquired before the 
1953 policy was adopted so we undoubtedly had 

Mr. Kinney just mentioned that there are other facts which we 
frequently have to take into consideration such as wave wash, erosion, 
so that the 5-year flood or 300-foot rule is not an inflexible rule. We 
can vary it for sound engineering reasons. And we, of course, can 
buy outside that area for public access. 

Senator Revercoms. May I interrupt? When you say vary it, 
would it be less than 300 feet, generally ? 

General Person. Very rarely less, but frequently more. 

Senator Revercoms. You would take more on occasion ? 

General Person. Yes, sir, but normally we would not take less. 

Senator Revercoms. Would that depend, as you say, upon the 
steepness of the side of the pool? 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Senator Revercoms. If it were steeper, would you take more or 
less, according to the contour? In other words, 1f you back it up 
into steep ridges ? 

General Person. Generally less, on a steep slope, sir. 

Senator Revercoms. But the United States may be a riparian owner 
for a strip wider than 300 feet? 

General Person. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Revercoms. Do you recall instances of how far back from 
the lake the land has been taken ? 

General Person. I couldn’t cite a particular one, sir. The polic 
in existence before 1953 was that we bought in fee up to the flood- 
control level and then we took a great deal of land in fee and in some 
cases had it declared excess to the present project. 

Senator Kerr. Do you have any further statement, General Person? 

General Person. Yes, sir; I have several more problems I would 
like to point out, sir. 

In section 1 there are two problems which might arise which we feel 
could readily be clarified. The first is that in the case of flood-control 
projects authorized without a permanent pool, and where later studies 
indicate that a small conservation pool could be provided at a reason- 
able cost to provide considerable benefits, existing authority to modify 
projects does not include authority to add on additional purposes. 
[and] Furthermore, we might in some States run into a conflict. with 
State water laws and feeling that we must and should recognize 
State water laws, we believe that any conflict on water rights that 
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might arise in provision of such pools should be settled by States or 
local interests. 

Senator Kerr. Now your reference there is to projects now con- 
structed and with reference to which authority would be sought to 
change them ? 

General Person. Yes, sir; or even any plan that may conflict with 
the water laws of a State. The State or local interests should provide 
the water rights, if any, which are required for the conservation pool. 
That could be done by eliminating the first “and” on line 10-——— 

Senator Kerr. Page 2? 

General Person. Yes, sir. [Continuing:| Changing the period on 
line 15 to a comma, and adding a subparagraph 3: 

Plans may provide or be modified to provide storage for recreational use 
provided that State or local interests furnish any necessary water rights which 
may be required to maintain pools for recreational use. 

We feel that that would get us out of a possible conflict with State 
water laws which we do not want to enter into. 

Senator Kerr. I would be glad if the staff would provide each 
member of the committee with a copy of that suggested amendment 
in order that we might have it before us as we study the bill. 

Senator Casr. General, do you have any fear that that might modify 
or impinge on the rights to water which the so-called Western States 
have so jealously guarded ? 

General Person. Well, that is one reason why I am suggesting that 
you might want to give consideration to this addition, sir, in order 
that it may be very plain in the legislation that any water rights must 
be provided by the State or local interests. 

Senator Case. So that you would recognize these existing appro- 
priations of water? 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. I understood you to mean that in the development 
of the project the only way that it could be done would be to make 
use of water that has already been allocated or the right to which has 
already been recognized by the State; before you could develop the 
project as you have suggested, permission would have to be given by 
the State or controlling authorities or the owner of the w ater rights 
for the water to be used for that purpose ? 

General Person. That is correct sir, exactly. 

Senator Kerr. Is that the way you understand it? 

Senator Casr. Yes; but I wanted to be sure we do that and also 
that we don’t weaken the so-called O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment 
to the Flood Control Act of 1944 with respect to the rights of the 
States that lie wholly or partly in the 9th meridian and for beneficial 
consumptive use. 

Senator Kerr. I didn’t understand the general to be suggesting 
that we amend that to direct the Department of the Army to. acquire 
those water rights, but that it be amended in such a way that the 
acquisition of them w ould be a condition precedent to the development 
of the project on the basis suggested. 

Senator Casr. Yes. 

General Person. That is correct. In other words, if any water 
rights are necessary, this provides that they will be furnished by the 
States or local interests. 
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Senator Kerr. This doesn’t give you a directive to acquire it. 

General Person. No, sir. 

Senator Kerr. This merely makes it possible for the State and local 
agencies to make them available to you if they approve it and want to 
do so. 

General Person. Yes, sir; in fact, it takes away from us the au- 
thority to acquire it, and that is what we recommend. 

Senator Case. It does not require the State to furnish them, but it 
gives you the authority to acquire them if the State is agreeable? 

General Person. No, it gives us the authority to accept them. 

Senator Hruska. Well, ‘General, the language which you propose, 
to wit: “Plans may prov ide or be modified to provide storage of water 
for recreational use,” would that contemplate plans or modifications of 
plans for recre: ational use exclusiv ely ? 

General Person. To this extent, yes, sir; for example, where we 
have a dam with no conservation pool. 

Senator Kerr. What you now call a dry dam? 

General Person. Yes, sir. If, at a small cost, by some adjustment 
of operation, we could store water behind that dam for recreational 
use, that would be permitted under this language. 

Senator Hruska. So that would be a departure from what we have 
heretofore, because in all the provisions heretofore we find recreation 
as an incident to other uses and other storage of water ? 

General Person. That is correct. 

Senator Hruska. And this would be a departure from that, to that 
extent ? 

General Person. It would. 

Senator Hruska. So the Federal Government would be going into 
the recreation business and paying for it pure and simple without 
reference to flood control, navigation, or industrial purposes, and so 
on. 

General Person. Except, sir, that the dam to which I refer here is 
already built. In other words, we would not be building a structure 
for recreational purposes. We would merely be storing water be- 
hind the dam, possibly acquiring additional land for that purpose. 
To that extent, it would be purely for recreation. 

Senator Hruska. The fact remains that any additional expendi- 
ture of moneys which would be called for in that situation would be 
for the sole purpose of providing recreation ? 

General Person. That is right, sir. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, I think that is the purpose here; 
if we find that you can increase the multiple-purpose benefits with 
an expenditure which is within the additional feasibility recognized, 
that it creates the opportunity to do so. 

Senator Kerr. And it creates the opportunity, as I understand it, 
with reference to a project heretofore constructed and now being used 
on the basis that makes it impossible for it to have any recreation 
benefit, this would permit its use for recreational purposes in the 
event the economic value of the recreational use would equal or ex- 
ceed the cost of adding the recreational feature to a dam or project 
already constructed. 

General Person. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Senator Casr. To make the thing concrete, General Person, I have 
driven across the State of Ohio on many occasions and I believe it is 
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on Highway 40 that I have traveled over a dam which at times had 
no water whatsoever behind it. Once or twice I have come across 
when there was a little water, I think from the flood-control detention. 

If, for example, these recreational benefits could be created by 
carrying a little water behind that flood-control reservoir, which could 
be released if a flood took place before the major floodwaters came 
in, would this legislation make it possible for you to operate that 
dam for the added recreational benefits by having a pool of water 
there ¢ 

General Person. Yes, it would. 

Senator Kerr. The cost is relatively minor ? 

General Person. Yes, sir, in most cases the cost would be limited to 
the acquisition of lands, 

I would not contemplate any particular program of changing the 
height of the dam or anything like that. 

Senator Case. And it would be operated so it wouldn’t interfere or 
injure the flood-control features of the reservoir. 

Senator Kerr. It would just be making a project already in existence 
that is valuable for one purpose, also usable for an additional valuable 
purpose. 

Genera] Person. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Senator Kerr. Any further questions? 

Senator Hruska. Well, wouldn’t the language that you propose 
extend to situations and authorize situations where plans could start 
from scratch for the purpose of impounding water for recreational 
purposes ¢ 

General Person. I wouldn’t think so, sir. 

Senator Hruska. It reads that “plans may provide or be modified 
to provide.” Now “modified to provide” would probably refer to 
existing structures, but when you start out and say that “plans may 
provide * * * for storage of water for recreational use,” isn’t that 
contemplating something that isn’t there now and you are going to 
build something to impound water for recreational purposes? 

General Person. Well, sir, the protection against what you are— 
you apparently feel we might build a project purely for recreation—— 

Senator Hruska. I don’t know what you would do, but it would 
authorize you to do it. 

General Person. But that is prevented by a later clause in the act 
which provides that the cost of the recreational features shall not 
exceed 15 percent of the cost of the project. 

Senator Hruska. Are you referring to section 4? 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. General Person, I would not expect you to have this 
information with you, but I would like to ask a question and if you 
do not have the information, you can supply it for the record. I have 
in my hand here a picture of the Cold Brook Reservoir which was 
constructed by the Corps of Engineers as a flood-control project in 
Hot Springs, 8. Dak. 

This picture shows that pool in the bottom of this reservoir and I 
think it is designated as a conservation pool and is being operated 
under a recreational lease from the Corps of Engineers to the South 
Dakota Department of Game, Fish, and Parks. 

I would like to have you look at that and if you can tell me under 
what authority the conservation pool is permitted there and whether or 
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not the legislation proposed would not give you a little greater leeway 
in doing that kind of thing on other reservoirs originally designed 
for flood-control purposes ¢ 

General Person. Yes, sir; we would be glad to furnish that for 
the record. I am not familiar with the legislation authorizing Cold 
Brook Reservoir. It must have been authorized with the conservation 
pool, but I can’t cite the legislation at the moment. We can get that 
for the record. 

Senator Casge. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

General Person. We will check on the language of the authoriza- 
tion, sir; and get it for the record. 

(The information referred to above is as follows:) 

The Cold Brook Reservoir was authorized by the Flood Control Act approved 
August 18, 1941, as a part of a plan for flood protection on Fall River and 
tributaries, South Dakota, substantially in accordance with the reeommendations 
of the Chief of Engineers in House Document 656, 76th Congress, 3d session. 
Construction of the dam and appurtenances was completed in fiscal year 1953, 
with the exception of a road and parking area which were completed during 
fiscal year 1955. 

The report contained in House Document 655 did not indicate that a perma- 
nent conservation pool would be provided. However, subsequent design studies 
indicated that in addition to flood-control storage required, a pool in the bottom 
of the reservoir was desirable for siltation purposes and was otherwise desir- 
able in designing and operating the project for flood-control purposes. It was 
recognized also that a permanent pool would provide additional benefits for 
recreation and wildlife. Accordingly, the final design for the project provided 
a permanent pool of 520 acre-feet since it was desirable in connection with the 


primary purpose of flood control for which the project was authorized and it 
would provide additional benefits. 


The proposed legislation would give additional authority in providing per- 
manent pools for conservation purposes for such cases as those involving flood- 
control projects for which permanent pools were not contemplated at the time 
of authorization and for which there is no apparent need for a permanent pool 
in designing and operating the project for flood control. 

Senator Kerr. You may proceed, General. 

General Person. I have another suggested addition to that same 
section as subparagraph 4. With reference to lands and real estate, 
we feel that the recreational values created by projects should be pre- 
served for the benefit of the public and to do that it will frequently be 
necessary to acquire a reasonable amount of land for the protection of 
the recreational features which we would not otherwise need. 

Now we contemplate that there will be problems associated with that 
and we feel we would like the guidance and the approval of Congress 
on the acquisition of such lands, so we are proposing or suggesting 
for your consideration a subparagraph 4. 

I have a copy of it written here, so I would like to read it quickly. 

Such lands or interests therein as are reasonably needed to preserve for the 
benefit of the public the recreational potentialities may be acquired provided 
that the lands to be acquired for such use are defined in the report submitted 
to Congress as the basis of the project authorization or in a supplemental report 
submitted to and approved by the Committee on Public Works of the Congress 
covering the lands to be acquired for such use in the case of a flood contrvl or 
navigation project or in a supplemental report submitted to and approved by the 
Committees on Interior and Insular Affairs in the case of a reclamation project. 

We feel that that is a case of a somewhat new departure as repre- 
sented by this bill, that problems of land acquisition will arise, that 
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there will be differences of opinion as to the amount of real estate which 
should be acquired; and we feel that at least in the formative years of 
the legislation, the Public Works Committees should pass on the 
amount of land we propose to acquire. 

Senator Case. Do you feel that if you were given such authority that 
it would enable you to protect for the general public the recreational 
features that will have been brought into existence by the creation of 
the reservoir and avoid letting those fall into the hands of speculators 
or others, a sort of a windfall basis ? 

General Person. Yes, sir, that is the reason we suggested that 
amendment. 

Senator Kerr. Well, the amendment you suggested would be an 
effective way and it just might be the only way that the recreational 
benefits of a project could be handled so as to be of value to the general 
public themselves rather than to some individual or individuals. 

General Person. Yes, sir. And as I say, we foresee a possible 
difference of opinion as to the amount of land which should be acquired 
and for that reason we are suggesting you might want to consider 
the requirement for approval by the Public Works Committees in 
each case. 

I would like very much to see that happen. 

Senator Hruska. Does the Corps of Engineers now possess power 
to condemn land and purchase it by condemnation for recreational 
purposes ¢ 

General Person. Not now, no, sir. 

Senator Hruska. Would ‘this proposed amendment, this subpara- 
graph 4 which you referred to, give them that power ? 

General Person. It would, we feel, give us that power. The passage 
of the bill as such might. We are not sure. In other words, the fact 
that recreation is an authorized project purpose might be adequate 
authority, but this language would give us complete authority, subject 
to approval by the Public Works Committees. 

Senator Case. And would you read that proviso again, please? 

General Person (reading) : 

Provided that the lands to be acquired for such use are defined in the report 
submitted to Congress as the basis of the project authorization or in a supple- 
mental report submitted to and approved by the Committee on Public Works of 
the Congress covering the lands to be acquired for such use in the case of a 
flood-control or navigation project. 

Senator Case. Would that original report and this supplemental 
report also be available for review of the several State agencies who are 
authorized under general legislation to review these reports before they 
are submitted to the Bureau of Budget and Congress ? 

General Person. The original report would, of course. It would be 
the normal survey report, and that is always submitted to the States 
for comment. The supplemental report would refer to a case where 
we are getting additional lands on an authorized and going project, 
either under construction or possibly even completed. In that case, 

it was not our thought that it would be submitted to the States. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I have been disturbed a little at times 
by the slowness with which some of the States or State agencies have 
reported or provided their comments upon reports. I do foresee a 
possible difficulty that might arise on some projects if there were some 
controversy with regard to the amount of land that might be taken, 
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if that were omitted from the original report, and then a supplemental 
report were to be prepared which would bypass the State agencies in 
the review of the land acquisition. 

Senator Kerr. I didn’t understand that to be the difference between 
the two alternatives. As I understood the language, the second pro- 
viso would be effective in relation to some project already authorized 
or already built. 

General Person. That is right. 

Senator Case. Well, but even so, the same thing, the same question 
might arise. The States might feel that they should have the same 
opportunity for comment upon additional proposals for land acquisi- 
tion that they have in the original report. 

Senator Krrr. If it is submitted to the committees of the two Houses, 
don’t you think that it would be very likely that one of the things that 
the committees would want would be the attitude of the States? 

Senator Casr. Well, they might, but there would be no guaranty 
to the States that it would be, that there would be an opportunity for 
them to do so. 

Senator Hruska. One effective way of denying that would be to 
fix such a period of time that they would not hav ve—for approval of 
the congressional committees which would, for all practical purposes, 
deny the States the opportunity to get a report back in time. 

Senator Case. Well, I am inclined to think that the path of con- 
gressional enactment is a little smoother when you don’t shortchange 
the rights of the States or put yourself in a position where some of 
the States might feel that they were shortchanged. 

General Person. Normally, of course, we would consult fully with 
the States in preparing the supplemental report and there is no 
objection from my viewpoint to whatever the committee sees fit. We 
would not object in any way. 

Senator Casr. If a limited time were provided for the States to 
comment before the Public Works Committees could act, then you 
would have safeguarded it, it seems to me, 

Senator Kerr. I think it would be well, General, to contemplate an 
insertion which would insure a reasonable amount of time before 
approval by the committees in order that any affected State or local 
agency might express itself to the committees. 

“General PERSON. Yes, sir, I agree. That would be a very good 
addition. 

Senator Hruska. In that language you use the word “defined”; 
that certain land shall be “defined” in ‘the supplemental report. Is 
that word used in the sense of describing the land or a legal descrip- 
tion of it? 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hruska. Could you say so then instead of just saying 
“defined” ? 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hruska. A definition might refer to a general setting out 
of the kind of land that would be ‘acquired whereas if you say the 
“legal description,” I think it would pinpoint it, perhaps. 

Senator Kerr. “Defined, including the legal description.’ » What 
about that ? 

Senator Hruska. That would be well. 
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General Person. Yes, sir. We are merely presenting the thoughts, 
I hold no brief for the langauge. 

Senator Hrusxa. It is in that spirit I make that suggestion. 

Senator Kerr. All right, General. 

General Person. I have one very minor change on page 3, line 15. 
If we could delete the words “in this section” and insert “herein,” 

Senator Kerr. “As provided herein,” instead of “in this section”? 

General Person. Yes, because this section covers only new projects 
on which reports are being submitted and “herein” would make that 
evaluation applicable to the whole thing. 

Senator Kerr. Do you think the “herein” takes in the whole act? 

General Person. That would take in the whole act; yes. 

Senator Kerr. Fine. 

General Prrson. On page 3, line 19, sir, we are not entirely con- 
vinced of the desirability of, setting a fixed dollar value per visitor- 
day of attendance. We feel that the actual economic value for a visi- 
tor-day will vary in various parts of the country, and will very likely 
vary from time to time as economic conditions change. We have a 
minor, a picayunish criticism, with respect to the estimated average 
number of persons which may be expected on any day to enjoy the 
recreational benefits times 365 times one dollar, that a very ardent 
proponent of a project might make the claim that that should be 
interpreted to be the average number of visitors expected on the 
Fourth of July. 

It means, of course, on an average day, but we feel it would provide 
more flexibility if lines 17, 18, and 19 were deleted and the following 
were substituted : 

The estimated average total annual use of the project area for recreation 
during the economic life of the project in visitor-days, and (2) the reasonable 
value of a visitor-day of use. 

It was just our thought that the fixed dollar might hamper us in 
future and might penalize some projects and give other projects a 
greater value than they really deserve. 

That is purely a suggestion, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. 

Senator Kerr. I wonder, General, where we would be if we direct 
the providing of an estimate by the engineers on the one hand and 
reclamation on the other of the usage that will likely prevail of the 
project, and at the same time do not have some value in the act of 
that usage, if this act should not provide then that the Congress 
determine the value of that economic use in evaluating any project 
rather than directing the corps or reclamation to evaluate it without 
giving them the yardstick by which the evaluation can be made? 

Senator Hruska. I understand that the only yardstick in the pro- 
posed language would be the word “reasonably” which might impress 
a lot of different people differently, would it not ? 

Senator Kerr. No, “shall be made upon the assumption that the an- 
nual value of such benefits is the product of the estimated average 
number of persons which may be reasonably expected on any day to 
enjoy the recreational benefits of the project area,” times 365, times $1. 

Senator Hruska. The proposed language to which I refered was 
that proposed by General Person, in lieu of the language which you 
just read. 
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Senator Kerr. I misunderstood. Now, would you repeat your ob- 
servation ¢ 

Senator Hrusxa. It is that the only yardstick or guide post by 
which the corps would be guided would be the word “reasonable” in 
the language proposed by General Person. 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Senator Hruska. And the word “reasonable” might mean a differ- 
ent thing to different people at different times. 

Senator Casz. Of course that wouldn’t be any greater discretion 
than is accorded the Engineers or the Bureau of Reclamation in eval- 
uating other criteria. We don’t spell out the measure of the flood 
damages, nor do we spell out the measure of irrigation values. 

Senator Kerr. Yes; yes, I think we do. 

Senator Case. Not in terms of precise dollars. 

Senator Kerr. I think we do. We don’t tell them what the speci- 
fications are, but we tell them to advise us and fix the value in terms of 
dollars as to what the benefits will be from flood control or flood 
prevention and they arrive at it. 

Senator Cass. By measuring the number of bushels that will be 
produced and the price that will be received? 

Senator Kerr. How do you fix it, General? 

General Person. Well, the flood damages prevented we determine 
by a study of the flood frequency curve, records of each flood, the ac- 
tual damage experienced in each community, and other related matters, 

Senator Kerr, It is a fixed specification that guides you then rather 
than a reasonable estimate ? 

General Person. It is fixed to the extent that we have to have 
something concrete on which to base it; yes. 

Senator Casr. Mr, Chairman, I don’t object to getting a dollar 
evaluation result, but I don’t believe that we attempt to write into 
statutes a dollar value for the production, for the products of an ir- 
rigated area. They change. I am not objecting to getting the value, 
but I think you could accomplish what you have in mind and what 
the general suggested if you took the total number of visitor-days in 
a year and multiplied that by a dollar. 

General Person. That is the same thing. 

Senator Kerr. That is all I do. 

Senator Caspr. Except that you take on any day. 

Senator Kerr. I think the suggestion there is an average day. I 
think that is very well. And I think it would be quite appropriate 
to say the “estimated average number of persons which may rea- 
sonably be expected in any year.” 

Senator Casr. Times $1. 

Senator Kerr. “To enjoy the recreation benefits of the project area, 
times $1.” Yes; I think that would be an improvement, and it may 
be that the other would be, because certainly the value of the dollar 
changes. 

What would you think, General, if this were to say: 

The annual value of such benefits shall not be less than the product of the 
estimated average number of persons which may reasonably be expected in any 
one year to enjoy the recreation benefits of the project area times $1. 

Senator Hruska. Another alternative would be the general’s lan- 
guage, Mr. Chairman, of the reasonable value, but not to exceed a 
dollar. 








34 RECREATIONAL BENEFITS FROM RESERVOIRS 


Senator Kerr. Yes. But the reason I would hedge against that 
would be that maybe 10 years from now the dollar wouldn't be worth 
as much. 

Senator Hruska. The presumption is that Congress would still be 
a functioning body and if that were true, maybe they could amend 
the dollar and make it $10. 

Senator Kerr. If I were going to leave it to the wisdom of future 
Congresses, I would want to aid them by what I thought would be 
a protection more likely to be needed. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, I can’t escape the feeling that it is 
pretty hard for us as of any year to say that for every project in every 
section of the country that the number of visitor-days is worth a dol- 
lar in each case. 

The creation of a project which has recreational benefits and pro- 
vides a place to swim and a place to picnic and place to fish in a semi- 
arid region has a great economic value and greater benefit to the public 
than if you were to have the same kind of a facility developed over 
here right next to Atlantic City. 

Senator Kerr. If we used the general’s language, where would we 


be if we said that— 

provided in arriving at such estimate, the appropriate agency shall give due 
consideration to the estimated number of persons which may reasonably be ex- 
pected to use it, and a reasonable evaluation of the per-day visitor use 

and so forth ? 

Senator Hruska. And wouldn’t it be well to add another element, 
the type of facility which is visited ? 

Senator Krrr. As they apply to the particular facility. 

Senator Hruska. Yes; there are some facilities where there would 
be multiple purposes for recreational purposes, maybe boating and 
swimming and fishing, all told, but there are some instances, perhaps, 
where fishing would not be a big factor and could not by the nature of 
the facility, or perhaps there would be no swimming involved or a 
lot of other things. If they were allowed or instructed to take into 
consideration the type of facility that was involved, perhaps that 
would be an additional guidepost that would be helpful. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, I suggest that the point has well been 
raised and these different observations on it might well be reviewed by 
General Persons and his staff and by the committee staff and I think 
we might work up some language. 

General Person. I have just one more, sir, and then I will quit. 

On page 3, line 23, the language now reads: 

Such nonreimbursable costs shall not exceed 15 per centum of the total project 
cost. 

As written, that would limit the recreation costs to the costs allo- 
cated for recreation i ra the minimum basic facilities described 
in section 5, paragraph (a), clause (1), which would be the access, 
and sanitary facilities, and so forth. If it was the intent of the act 
to prescribe that 15 percent of the joint use facilities would be the 
maximum to which we could go, and that the minimum basic facility 
would be outside of that 15 percent, that could be accomplished by 
inserting between “cost” and “shall” on line 23 the words “exclusive 
of the cost of minimum basic facilities provided pursuant to section 5, 


paragraph (a), clause (1).” 
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Senator Kerr. That is the purpose of the language. Is that the 
best way to effectuate it ? 

General Person. That would make it clear, I am sure. 

Senator Kerr. Would it be, “Such nonreimbursable costs of the 
construction of the project” ? 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Would that do it? 

General Person. That might do it. 

Senator Kerr. Let us have a copy of that and also of the one where 
it said “such nonreimbursable costs of the construction of the project.” 

Senator Casn. Mr. Chairman, I should like to ask General Person 
for a direct comment on the amendment suggested here as to the maxi- 
mum 15 percent. When I was modifying the language—and I might 

say that I had not seen your bill as introduced, but I had seen a mimeo- 
graphed copy of the bill which some of our people are interested in, 
and I didn’t know at the time that it had originated in your office 
particularly, but Iam glad to give you credit for it 

Senator Kerr. Off the record. 

Senator Casr (continuing). I might say that my interest in the 
text was devoloped by reason of hav Ing received some mimeographed 
copies of a proposed bill from some people i in my State, and I thought 
at the time that we ought to add the wildlife and I did that and I 
think that was one change I made. The other change was that I 
changed that 15 percent to 10 percent and the reason I did that was 
because I thought to start off with the 10 percent would be as much 
as we might get passed, partly, and also because I thought in terms of 
applying a percent figure to some of the costs of the large reservoirs 
in my State would vield a pretty sizable amount. 

For example, the Oahe Reservoir is estimated now to cost something 
like $320 million, isn’t it ? 

General Person. Around $390 million. 

Senator Kerr. This practically would have no application to that 
author ity. The practical effect of this, General—see if I am correct in 
this—would in a way be limited to projects which, let us say not 
exclusively but to some degree limited to projects which, without this 
provision, could not be justified 2 

General Person. I would be surprised to find that generally so. 

Senator Kerr. I don’t mean it as general. 

General Person. It could well happen in some instances where this 
would make a project justified that couldn’t stand up otherwise. 

Senator Case. I was thinking that $389 million would be 10 percent 
of $390 million. We could do quite a bit with $39 million. 

General Person. That would be an allocation, sir, of the costs of 
the joint use facility. It would not mean necessarily you would have 
to spend $39 million. 

Senator Case. I recognize that is true, but still it would modify, 
it could be used to modify the reimbursable costs if you had a project 
where the benefit-cost ratio was just 1 to 1, and that $39 million, just 
to use that for an example, brought it up to feasibility and then that 
$39 million would be subtracted or might be subtracted from the power 
or other features that would be reimbursable. 

Senator Kerr. I would be quite surprised if that were the case and 
if it is, I would like to have us give very careful consideration to the 
Senator’s suggestion, but as I understand it, the amount of economic 
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benefit of the flood control in a project, even if that would account 
for 100 percent economic justification for it, would not of itself reduce 
the amount that would be required either of an irrigation district to 
reimburse the Government or of power allocations to be reimbursable, 
would it? 

Mr. Kinney. I think it would, if it were included in other purposes 
to which you allocate joint costs and the cost of the project stays the 
same as what you were talking about in Oahe. We are not now con- 
sidering recreation as a purpose served to which we allocate costs but 
under this act we would consider recreation as a purpose served and 
allocate cost to that purpose. Say we allocate the full 10 percent on 
$39 million then that would come from other purposes which are 
served, which in the case of Oahe would be power, navigation, flood 
control, and irrigation. 

Senator Kerr. Now the two methods I have heard discussed of 
allocation of power cost both include full reimbursement for the cost 
of the power facilities. You have one method you call incremental 
cost allocation and what is the other one? 

General Person. Separate costs, remaining benefits. 

Senator Kerr. Now the inclusion of recreation might reduce the 
allocation of costs arising out of that remaining-cost benefit, but it 
sure would not reduce the amount of reimbursable cost required for 
the power installation. 

Mr. Kinney. It might well, sir, in the sense that—— 

Senator Kerr. Even under the incremental ? 

Mr. Kinney. Yes, sir; because you take a two-purpose project, 
simply flood control and power, and the incremental power features 
give you a permanent pool useful for recreation. 

Senator Kerr. But the incremental costs allocation applied to the 

ower reimbursable item requires reimbursement for all of the power 
installation, generation facilities, as I understand it. 

Mr. Kinney. The specific power facilities such as the powerhouse, 
turbines and generators, and transmission facilities would not be af- 
fected. It is only the effect it has on the allocation of joint-use facili- 
ties such as dam and reservoirs. 

Senator Kerr. That is what I was making clear in that the ap- 
plication of it could not be beyond that which would apply to the 
reservoir other than the facilities for generating power. 

Senator Casr. Might I ask the chairman: How did you come to 
select 15 percent ? 

Senator Kerr. Well, I wanted to select 20 percent, and as I talked to 
the corps and the Bureau of Reclamation, they suggested 10 percent, 
and I just split the difference with them. There is certainly nothing 
sacred about the 15 percent. 

Senator Casr. I didn’t talk with anyone about it, but if the Bureau 
and the corps both suggested 10 percent, I am fortified to make any 
selection 10 percent. 

Senator Kerr. Well, I was happy that I hadn’t yet heard the corps 
suggest changing the 15 percent. Have you suggested that? 

General Person. No, sir. 

Senator Kerr. So while you may be fortified in mind by the fact 
that someone down there at one time made that suggestion, I am grati- 
fied that they haven’t suggested an amendment to that figure. 
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Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I honestly did not consult with any- 
body about it, but it occurred to me maybe 10 percent had a little more 
sales appeal in proposing to introduce this or to recognize this new 
factor in our evaluation of the projects. 

Senator Kerr. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Hruska. Mr. Chairman, I still am at a loss to understand 
why one of the other uses of the dam would not suffer a decrease of 
percentage here if we crank into the thing a new percentage and a 
new sum. Let us take the simple example of a project which would 
have flood-control account for 40 percent, irrigation 30 percent, power 
25 percent, and navigation 5 percent. That makes 100 percent. Now 
then if we take that same dam, just as it sits, and crank into that picture 
10 percent for recreation, where is that 10 percent going to come 
from? 

Senator Kerr. Well, suppose that dam you visualized there might 
be one that already has a cost-benefit ratio of 2.4 to 1. And the addi- 
tion of the 10 percent would just make it 2.5 to 1. Therefore, the 
addition of it would not thereby reduce the reimbursable features by 
anything like the 10 percent. I don’t say that the inclusion of it 
would not bring about some reduction in the reimbursable items. 

Senator Hruska. What you are talking about is the benefit-cost 
ratio, but insofar as reimbursement is concerned, where will that 10 
percent come from in the hypothetical example which I gave you? 

Senator Kerr. There is no reimbursement now for navigation bene- 
fits. There is no reimbursement for flood-control benefits. 

Senator Hruska. That is right. 

Senator Kerr. Reimbursement is for power benefits and irrigation 
benefits and as I understand the law, the reimbursement is calculated 
to cover the cost of the benefits defined as reimbursable benefits. 

Senator Case. That isn’t wholly true, Mr. Chairman. In the Mis- 
souri River program at least we understand that the rate at which 
the power is to be sold is to care for part of the reimbursable costs 
which otherwise might be assessed on the water users. 

Senator Kerr. That is very true. I did not visualize this as a fixed 
and rigid thing. You will find for instance there are reservoirs where 
the power benefits were 95 or 96 percent of the total cost and the flood- 
control benefits might be 100 percent of the total cost. Yet the opera- 
tion of it is such that they secure the reimbursement of 95 or 96 percent 
of it from the sale of the power. Isn’t that right, General? 

General Person. Yes, sir. Actually, as you pointed out, sir, the 
effect of the recreation benefits on the actual cost of the powérhouse 
and the generating facilities would probably not be noticed, but it 
would in evaluating a new project, of course, and in allocating costs 
to the joint use features of the project we would allocate whatever 
our figure was for recreation to that purpose and thereby the alloca- 
tion to flood control, navigation, and irrigation and power would 
be less. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, let us take this example 

General Person. In other words, we would split up. If we used 
the whole 10 percent for recreation, then we mont have 90 percent of 
the cost to allocate between the other features instead of a hundred 
percent. So you are both correct, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Let us leave it right there. 
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General Person. In principle it is assumed that we would not 
actually build a project unless the cost of the power features would 
be paid out during the economic life of the project and that is what 
Senator Kerr is talking about, but what you are referring to is our 
actual allocation of cost and in the alloc ation of costs among the vari- 
ous project purposes, the inclusion of another nonreimbursable cost 
would automatically decrease the allocations to the other costs in- 
cluding the reimbursable costs. I believe Senator Kerr and you were 
talking about two different facets of the problem, that he was correct 
in his viewpoint and you in yours. 

Senator Case. Briefly, might I suggest this: Suppose you have a 
reclamation project where you have two outstanding benefits. One is 
some flood control and the other is irrigation. The project costs so 
much money and you subcontract the flood-control benefits and expect 
the water users to pay back the balance. 

Now if we introduce this feature, you could subtract from the total 
cost (1) flood control, and (2) recre: ition benefits, and the water users 
would pay for the remainder. 

Senator Kerr. But I don’t think they authorize it on that basis, 
Senator. 

Senator Case. Well, they don’t at the present time, because they 
don’t have authority to do this. 

Senator Kerr. As I understand it, you might have a project here 
with an economic ratio of $1 cost to $1.50 benefit. We will say the 
project is $40 million and the benefit-cost ratio or 114 would produce 
$60 million benefit, roughly. 

Now the irrigation user has to pay back the cost of the irrigation 
part of that project, and the power user, if there is $20 million allo- 
cated for power, the power user has to pay back $20 million, although 
the flood-control benefit of itself ane justify the project. 

Senator Case. Yes, but if you don’t rec ognize recreational benefits, 
the cost. of providing the irrigation is wh: at is left of your total cost 
after you subtract flood control. 

Senator Kerr. I don’t understand it is allocated that way. I may be 
mistaken. 

Senator Casgz, Of course I know the Bureau has many projects—— 

Senator Kerr. The Bureau of Reclamation is here, aren’t you? 
We might ask them about it. 

Pardon me, General, are you through ? 

General Person. I have one comment which I might make on 
S. 1221 very briefly. 

Senator Case, on S. 1221, on page 3, line 12, it reads: 

An evaluation of the annual recreational benefits and wildlife development to 
be derived therefrom. 

It appears from that language that there would be a different treat- 
ment given to wildlife development than to recreation. We felt that 
it might remove that impression if the “and wildlife development” 


was stricken and the words “and wildlife” were inserted between 
“recreational” and “benefits” on line 12, to read “annual recreational 
and wildlife benefits,” and the same comment would apply to lines 
14, 18, and 21 of that page : and lines 15 and 22 on page 5. 

Senator Case. Fine. I hope you make that suggestion available 
to the staff. 
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General Person. That concludes my testimony. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much. You have made a valuable 
contribution. 

Senator Kerr. I notice Senator Barrett is here. Senator, did you 
have a statement you wanted to give us? 

Senator Barrerr. Yes, Mr. Chairman, if I might. I appreciate the 
opportunity of putting this statement in. 

Senator Kerr. You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK A. BARRETT, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WYOMING 


Senator Barretr. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Let me 
say that I came up here before you to consider the amendment which 
would make this legislation applicable to present structures, both 
Reclamation and Army engineers. I came mostly for the purposes 
of suggesting such an amendment. I think the bill intended that 
such would be the objective but it did not appear to me that it was 
clear enough in that regard. 

There is one other point that I would like to make, Mr. Chairman, 
and that is this: I realize that these benefits are rather intangible and 
I am constrained to believe that the benefits from any projects in my 
section of the country would accrue mainly to the people from the 
Kast. I suspect that about 90 percent of the visitors to our area 
come from the Eastern States and we are having a terrible time in 
providing the opportunities that we think they are going to get when 
they come out there. 

When I was Governor of the State out there I spent a lot of time 
on it and we tried our level best to fix it so these people who traveled 
from this section of the country and from the Middle West have 
the opportunity to do a little fishing in the summertime. We find 
that our fishing license applications have gone up from 35,000 10 
years ago to 150,000 today and with this new interstate highway pro- 
gram that this committee authorized here last session of Congress I 
anticipate that we are going to have twice as many people coming out 
West in the 10 years from now as there are today. 

Senator Casp. May I ask the Senator a question ? 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Senator Casr. Senator Barrett, when you used those figures on 
fishing licenses, were those resident or nonresident ? 

Senator Barrerr. They were both. I can say that most of them 
were resident fishing licenses. 

Senator Casg. You have 150,000 people of fishing license age in 
Wyoming? 

Senator Barrerr. No, we do not. As I said, this included the 
visitors that come out there to the State and I think there is a terrific 
number of people coming into the Black Hills and into the Yellow- 
stone country and the Jackson Hole country that never came before 
and there are going to be millions more as this highway system im- 
proves and they can come. 

Senator Casr. What you are saying in effect is we have plenty of 
fish anyway, if you just leave it to us to fish, but if a lot of folks 
from the rest of the United States are coming into Wyoming we 
need to develop our fishing ? 
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Senator Barrett. I will put it this way, what we are trying to do 
is provide the fish for the other people. We want them to come out, 
we realize they want to catch at least one trout on their summer va- 
cation, so we have great trouble to provide the fish in the streams. 
I will tell you that, but I think that we have 13 reclamation dams 
in Wyoming and they have not been developed. They have not been 
used for this purpose. I think it is a general public benefit and I 
think that we have millions and millions of dollars invested in it 
and, by the way, I will tell you we have $100 million of income from 
my own State invested in those by reason of the royalties from the 
oil and gas and other minerals under the Leasing Act accruing to 
the reclamation fund. So, we have a substantial interest in this 
legislation. We think that if this bill is passed and if it is made 
fd gat to present structures that we can do a better job in pro- 
viding the recreation that the people from the rest of the country 
expect when they come out to Wyoming to spend their vacation. 

Senator Kerr. You have heard the suggested amendments? 

Senator Barrerr. Yes, I have, and I think they are very fine, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. I gather from your testimony that you feel that the 
objective of the bill is very worthy and that you are giving us the 
“ of your views as to how it should be amended to be even more 
so 

Senator Barrett. I have in my statement, Mr. Chairman. I made 
that abundantly clear and I appreciate the opportunity to interrupt 
you. 

Senator Kerr. We are very happy to have you here, sir; and happy 
to have your remarks in the record and it demonstrates the universal- 
ity of the need for this legislation as I see it insofar as our entire 
country is concerned. 

Senator Barrerr. I agree with you 100 percent, Mr. Chairman. I 
had anticipated that we would have this bill before our Interior Com- 
mittee and trustingly I did not make any plans for a detailed state- 
ment, but I certainly agree with everything that I have heard here 
this morning and particularly with that last statement by you, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, may I ask one question ? 

Senator Barrerr. Yes, indeed. 

Senator Casr. You favor, or do you favor, including wildlife de- 
velopment or wildlife facilities along with recreational facilities? 
You have been talking about fishing. 

Senator Barrert. Fishing is a very important item on these dams 
out in our country. I think that we can develop them. I will say 
this much, that I think that the States involved should assume a fair 
proportion of the costs of these recreational opportunities and facili- 
ties and I do not know 





Senator Kerr (interposing). You are talking about improvements 
after the projects are built? 

Senator Barretr. Yes; I am talking about that. 

As far as wildlife is concerned, big game particularly, in our 
State I do not know that I would advocate that the Federal Govern- 
ment do anything more than it does at the present time. Most of 
that big game runs on forestry reserves, national parks, and such as 
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that, but I did not anticipate, Senator Case, that this bill would go 
beyond the facilities that might be afforded incidental to a dam. If 
that answers your question. 

Senator Casp. Well, the Public Law 732 of the 79th Congress which 
was to amend the act of March 10, 1934, entitled “An act to promote 
the conservation of wildlife, fish, and game, and for other purposes,” 
in section 8 carries this definition : 

The terms “wildlife and wildlife resources” as used herein includes birds, 
fishes, mammals, and all other classes of wild animals and all types of aquatic 
and land vegetation upon which wildlife is dependent. 

Would you limit this bill to recreational facilities or would you 
include wildlife resources ? 

Senator Barrerr. Well, I am not for extending the obligations of 
the Federal Government in too big a sphere in this piece of legisla- 
tion, personally I would be quite well satisfied if you confined this to 
the recreational resources that would be incidental to the construction 
of the dam. 

Now, the Fish and Wildlife Service has got authority under exist- 
ing law to do certain things with reference to big game and fowl, 
but 

Senator Casr (interposing). Would you differentiate between the 
wildlife values which would, or the wildlife opportunities which 
would be created by the construction of these projects and the facili- 
ties for their utilization after the opportunity has been created ¢ 

Senator Barrerr. Well, I think that perhaps I would, and I think 
that the facilities that might be constructed incidental to these dams 
for the development of these resources at the dams is entirely in order 
under this legislation. 

Senator Case. But you would favor evaluating the economic bene- 
fits of the opportunity for wildlife development that would be cre- 
ated by the construction of these projects? 

Senator Barrerr. Indeed I would. I certainly would do that. I 
agree with you 100 percent on that item. 

I might say, Mr. Chairman, that Senator Anderson and myself 
have a bill calling for the creation of a commission composed of 
Members of the Senate and the House and some appointed by the 
President to make a complete survey of the outdoor recreational re- 
sources of our country so that we could coordinate all of these matters 
that we are discussing here this morning. I think it is high time we 
do something along that line. I believe that this is one of the most 
important industries as far as Wyoming is concerned and I think that 
the State ought to assume some of the responsibilities that will be 
incurred as a result of legislation along these lines but after all is said 
and done I do think and I strongly maintain that it is one of national 
interest and national benefit and it is something that the whole country 
will participate in and tomy way of thinking I think these recreational 
resources in Wyoming serve to help the people of all the other States 
in the Union as well as the people of Wyoming itself. 

That is my honest opinion of it. 

Senator Hruska. Mr. Chairman, may I say, Senator Barrett, that 
I am gratified to hear you make comment on that point that insofar 
as going beyond the basic improvements that are described you feel 
there is a responsibility on the part of the locality and the State to 
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finance and pay for any additional developments. I am gratified to 
hear you say that. 

Senator Barrert. I think they should participate in the cost. 

Senator Hrusxa. It is true that the people of Wyoming, like the 
rest of our States, are hospitable people; they like the fishermen to 
come there from the East and the Midwest, but I have an idea that 
the motel and perhaps the filling station people and the restaurant 
owners associations, they also are prompted by other incentives than 
simply the hospitality of their souls, and I imagine it has some con- 
nection with their pocketbook. 

Senator Barrerr. I am sure that is true. 

Senator Hruska. Rightly so. I think they are engaged in a fine 
service to the public who cater to that sort of thing. 

Senator Barrerr. I would be the last one to deny what is consid- 
erable economic benefits accruing to Wyoming because of this re- 
source and we want to develop it, but still we are under a great 
obligation to those people to give them the opportunity to enjoy 
their vacation when they travel 2 or 3 or 4 thousand miles to look it 
over. We have got to have these facilities available for them; we 
have got to have a place for them to stay and enjoy themselves and 
by all manner of means, we have got to have it fixed so that if they 
come out there to do a little fishing that they at least have the ap- 
portunity to get one trout during the summer, so that is what I sloukd 
like to see this bill go through so we can do that. 

Senator Hruska. You mentioned a little while ago you expect 
or there was thought that this bill might be referred to the Interior 
Committee and could well be, because it goes into the domain of the 
Secretary of the Interior as well as the Corps of Engineers and the 
Department of the Army. 

Now, is there anything that you know of—you have served on the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs for a long time and you 
made a great contribution to the work of that committee—is there 
anything in the policy of that committee or the Department of the 
Interior which would accord this legislation different treatment than 
that which we are giving it here in this Public Works Committee, 
because we, after all, are attacking it more or less from the area of 
Public Works as opposed to Interior. 

Senator Barrett. Well, I realize that. I think this bill was orig- 
inally referred to them. 

Senator Kerr. One of them was originally referred to the Interior 
Committee and I might say that I contemplate the probability that 
when we get to the point of reporting the bill, that the Interior Com- 
mittee might be happy to join in the formulation of a joint report. 

Senator Barrerr. Well, I might say in answer to my friend, Senator 
Hruska, that I have been given to understand that the Bureau of 
Reclamation and Mr. Dexheimer will or does approve substantially 
the provisions of this legislation. And I have examined it very care- 
fully. I think that while there are different approaches between the 
Reclamation program and the Army engineers program, that never- 
theless they are essentially the same on a broad outline and I don’t 
see any conflict between the two and I think the objective of this legis- 
lation is just as applicable to the dams created by the Bureau of 
Reclamation as it is to those created by the Army engineers. I am 
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in accord with practically everything I have heard around the table 
here this morning on this matter. 

I didn’t mean to take so much time, General Person, and I appre- 
ciate the opportunity. 

Senator Kerr. We are very happy to have had your contribution. 

Senator Gorn. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. Senator Gore. 

Senator Gore. Senator Barrett, I think I am fairly in accord with 
all you have had to say except in your description of the benefits as 
intangible. Some of them are intangible, but it does appear to me 
that important parts of the benefits are quite measurable. 

Senator Barrerr. What I meant to say was this, that it is pretty 
hard to measure the benefits that will accrue, say, to a family coming 
out from Philadelphia or Chicago to Wyoming or South Dakota or 
any Western State to take in the beauties of the mountain region, to 

say that this fellow got $50 worth of benefits for instance. 

Senator Gore. I agree with you there, but if you have statistics as 
to the number of American families who are afforded additional 
recreation benefits, to whatever extent they may benefit from those 
experiences, it is a measurable factor, the number of American peo- 
ple who are afforded the benefits. 

Senator Barrerr. I certainly agree with that. 

Senator Gore. Another measurable factor, it seems to me, and a 
very practical one, is the amount of revenue which the Government 
itself receives from the additional sale of sporting goods, motorboats, 
outboard motors, and so forth. 

Senator Barrerr. That’s right. I agree with all that. And I am 
not going to deny that the ‘people of Wyoming, particularly the 
motel people and the gasoline people and the hotel people and every- 
one that caters to these visitors, gets a substantial economic benefit 
because of those visitors. There is no question about that. 

Senator Gorr. Wouldn’t the creation in food supply from fish alone 
be quite a measurable benefit ? 

Senator Barretr. Well 

Senator Casz. That is a touchy subject. 

Senator Barrerr. I think I will take the fifth amendment on that. 

Senator Gore. It is also a tasty subject. 

Senator Case. When addressed to western cattlemen, it is a touchy 
subject because recently I saw some figures on the fact that the amount 
of fish being consumed was one of the reasons why there was a sur- 
plus of beef. 

Senator Gore. Well, if Iam on the question of surplus, I withdraw 
my questions. 

Senator Barrerr. I certainly appreciate your comment, Senator 
Gore. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Senator. 

Senator Kerr. I see Congressman Edmondson of Oklahoma in the 
room. 

Congressman, did you want to make a statement on this bill ? 

Mr. Epmonpson. Senator Kerr, I would like to file a statement 
with the committee and present to the committee some Oklahomans 
who are here as your friends and friends of this legislation, if I could 
do that for a moment, sir. 
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Senator Kerr. That would be very fine. We would be glad to 
have you give your statement if you care to and then to introduce 
anyone you care to. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Thank you, sir. 


STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE ED EDMONDSON, UNITED STATES 
CONGRESSMAN FROM THE SECOND DISTRICT, STATE OF OKLA- 
HOMA 


Mr. Epmonpson. Mr. Chairman, as you know there are five bills 
similar to your bill on the House side and I am proud to be an author 
of one of those bills, and very proud of the contribution which you 
have made in Oklahoma in leading this whole water development 
program over a period of many years. 

I am certainly wholeheartedly for this legislation. I see some real 
points of merit in the bill that Senator Case put in also, but I haven’t 
had an opportunity to study it carefully. 

If I could have permission to file a statement at this time, I would 
then like to present to the committee Mr. Roy Tillman, who is presi- 
dent of the Oklahoma Building Trades Council, and he has some as- 
sociates with him here that I would appreciate having introduced. 
When they heard I was coming here to testify on this bill, they said 
that they were 100 percent for it and would like to be put on record 
also. 

Senator Kerr. Fine. Mr. Tillman, you may introduce the men 
with you for the purpose of letting the record show that they are here 
to endorse the bill. 

Mr. Titman. Thank you, sir. Mr. Thompson from Muskogee; 
Mr. Jack M. Price from Tulsa; Mr. Dale Burrus, from Oklahoma 
City; Mr. Ralph Mitchell from Oklahoma City; Mr. J. S. Henderson, 
Oklahoma City ; and Mr. W. G. Pryor, Oklahoma City. 

Mr. Epmonpson. We can supply their full names and positions to 
the committee for your information. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Thank you, Senator, for the opportunity. 

Senator Kerr. And thank you, gentlemen, for coming up. You 
are welcome here if you care to stay. 

Congressman Edmondson, your statement will be inserted in the 
record. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. Ep EDMONDSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF OKLAHOMA 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate receiving an opportunity to submit a brief state- 
ment on behalf of the legislation which is today the subject of these hearings 
before this subcommittee. Both S. 1164, which you introduced on behalf of 
yourself and Senator Monroney, and S. 1221, introduced by Senator Case, are 
measures which are highly important and enactment of such legislation would 
be of tremendous significance to the future development of our water resources. 

As you are undoubtedly aware, five similar bills now are pending in the House 
of Representatives which would make the evaluation of recreational benefits 
resulting from the construction of any flood-control, navigation, or reclamation 
project an integral part of project planning. These bills are H. R. 4633, intro- 
duced by our fellow Oklahman, Congressman Carl Albert; H. R. 4668, sponsored 
by Mr. Sisk; H. R. 4818, introduced by Mr. Perkins; H. R. 4823, sponsored by 
Mr. Porter; and my own H. R. 4648. The introduction of these bills on the 
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House side is a clear indication of the interest in legislation of this type among 
Members of Congress. 

The phenomenal growth in the use of our manmade lakes for recreational 
purposes by the American public is one of the most amazing developments of 
recent years. It is estimated that the equivalent of 1 out of every 2 persons in 
the United States visited Army Engineer or Reclamation reservoir areas during 
1956. Bureau of Reclamation officials advise me that their estimate of approxi- 
mately 10 million visitors to its reservoir areas in our 17 Western States is a 
very conservative one. Preliminary reports from the Army engineers indicate 
that well above 70 million persons visited its projects where accurate counts are 
taken of public attendance, while many others visited other corps projects where 
counts of public attendance are not made. 

All in all, public attendance last year at Army engineer and reclamation 
reservoir areas undoubtedly went well above the 85 million mark, and this is 
clear-cut evidence of the public’s eager use of recreational facilities on our lakes 
and streams. 

It is obvious that more adequate provisions should be made to take care of the 
ever-increasing numbers of persons who are showing such a desire to utilize 
these projects for recreational purposes. Legislation such as this now under 
consideration would permit us to start making much more adequate provisions 
for people who visit these projects for such purposes as fishing, swimming, 
boating, and camping. 

The need for this legislation is great, and if it is enacted it should provide 
a tremendous boost both for reservoir development and recreational facilities 
at such projects. 

Accordingly, I should like to express my own deep interest in the enactment 
of legislation of this type and to assure this subcommittee of my support of 
such legislation in every possible way. I believe that such legislation would 
help greatly to fill an urgent need, and enactment of such a measure would be 
a big stride forward in the development of our water resources and in the devel- 
opment of recreational facilities on Federal projects. 

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, I should like to pay tribute to you for your fine 
vision and leadership over the years in matters relating to our soil and water 
resources, and to congratulate you, Senator Monroney, Senator Case, and others 
interested in this legislation on the Senate side for making what I consider 
a great contribution by sponsoring these bills. 


Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I would like to observe that they 
looked like good Westerners to me. I think they could have come 
from South Dakota. 

Senator Kerr. I wouldn’t be surprised but what, if you went back 
far enough, you might find some of them did. 

I want to say to you that the Senator is a very persuasive fellow and 
I hope you would interpret his language solely as an observation to 
where you may have come from, and not interpret it as any firm indi- 
cation as to where you should go. 

We will recess until 10 o’clock in the morning at which time we 
will begin with the Bureau of Reclamation and the other witnesses 
that are available for testifying. 

(Whereupon, at 12:55 p. m. the subcommittee was adjourned, to 
reconvene at 10 a.m. on March 13, 1957.) 





EVALUATION OF RECREATIONAL BENEFITS FROM 
RESERVOIRS 


WEDNESDAY, MARCH 13, 1957 


Untrep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pustic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FLoop ConrroL, Rivers AND Harsors, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10:05 a. m., in room 412, Senate Office 
Building, Hon. Robert S. Kerr (chairman of the subcommittee) pre- 
siding. 

Present: Senators Kerr, Gore, Neuberger, Carroll, Case, Hruska, 
and Revercomb. 

Also present: Congressman Carl Perkins, Kentucky. 

Senator Kerr. The hearing will come to order. 

Mr. Prince, we will be glad to hear you, sir. 

At this point I want to put in the record a telegram from the Okla- 
homa Society of Professional Engineers. 

(The telegram referred to is as follows:) 


TuLsA, OKLA., March 12, 1957. 
Hon. Rosert S. Kerr, 


Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 
(Attention, Don McBride.) 


Executive committee, Oklahoma Society of Professional Engineers, approves 
principle of including monetary value of recreation benefits in economic justi- 
fication of water resource development. 


OKLAHOMA Soctlety oF PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERS, 
WituiAM J. Few., First Vice President. 


STATEMENT OF GREGORY S. PRINCE, GENERAL SOLICITOR, 
ASSOCIATION OF AMERICAN RAILROADS 


Mr. Prince. Mr. Chairman, my name is Gregory S. Prince, and I 
am general solicitor of the Association of American Railroads with 
offices in the Transportation Building in Washington. I appear on 
behalf of the railroad members of the Association of American Rail- 
roads. These railroads operate more than 95 percent of all railroad 
mileage in the country and their operating revenues constitute more 
than 95 percent of the operating revenues of all the railroads. 

With certain of the objectives of this legislation we are in complete 
sympathy and I hope they can be achieved without the inclusion of 
several of the provisions now in the pending bills that we find to be 
highly objectionable. We do not oppose the declaration of policy by 
Congress that reservoir areas developed as a result of flood-control, 
navigation, or reclamation projects should be made available in the 
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interest of the national welfare for recreational purposes insofar as 
use for such purposes does not impede or conflict with the major pur- 
poses of the project. Nor do we oppose that part of section 1 that says 
that as an integral part of planning of new flood-control, navigation, 
or reclamation projects there should be included an evaluation of the 
public recreational benefits to be derived therefrom, and that the plan- 
ning with respect to the development of the recreational potential of 
any such project sould contemplate coordination of its use with that 
of existing recreational developments in such manner as to achieve 
maximum public benefit. Nor do we object to the requirement that 
there shall be included in any report submitted to the Congress by the 
Secretary of the Army or the Secretary of the Interior with respect to 
the undertaking of any new flood-control, navigation, or reclamation 
project an evaluation of the annual recreational benefits and wildlife 
development to be derived therefrom. Also, we do not oppose the 
provisions of section 5 in each bill that authorize the construction of 
facilities necessary and desirable for the full development of the rec- 
reational potential of any reservoir area. 

Speaking as a representative of the railroads, I don’t know that I 
can say much more about this aspect of the matter but personally I 
can say that not only do I not oppose these features of the bills but I 
heartily endorse them. I believe that the more recreational facilities 
we have in this country the better off we will be. Thus I favor giving 
more attention to this problem, and where we are going to engage in 
an undertaking for economic reasons that may have, as a byproduct, 
recreational possibilities, I think the planning should also encompass 
the recreational features. Also, I think it quite proper that the Con- 
gress should receive from the Secretary of the Army or the Secretary 
of the Interior reports regarding the recreational aspects of projects 
under their jurisdiction being considered for construction, including 
an evaluation of the benefits to be derived therefrom. 

I should like to come now to a discussion of the features of these 
bills that the railroads believe are objectionable. While these bills 
deal with the policies relating to the justification for the construction 
of flood-control, navigation, and reclamation projects, I shall confine 
my statement of objections to these bills in relation to navigation 
projects. : 

Our concern with the policies relating to the approval of navigation 
projects is a natural one. Under present policies navigation projects 
are constructed, operated, and maintained by the Federal Government 
without reimbursement by the users. Thus water carriers operating 
over such rights-of-way provided and maintained at no cost to them- 
selves are able to charge rates that do not reflect the full cost of trans- 
portation. They are thus enabled to attract and divert from the rail- 
roads a certain amount of traffic solely by reason of this artificial ad- 
vantage. Thus, even in the case of navigation projects that are eco- 
nomically sound—and I concede that there are such—the railroads are 
injured and suffer from unfair competition. We shall continue to 
strive to bring about a correction of this situation through having the 
Congress adopt a system of user charges on Government-provided 
waterways. 

What we are concerned with here is the threat of being faced with 
additional competition on waterways which, even under the present 
evaluation procedures of the Army engineers, are not considered to 
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be economically feasible. I say “even under the present evaluation 
procedures of the Army engineers” because in my judgment those 
procedures lead to the rec -ommendation by the Army engineers of 
many unsound and economically unjustifiable projects. 

Let me outline for you in a general way the method by which the 
Army engineers determine whether to recommend the construction 
of a navigation project. 

The engineers balance costs—that is, carrying charg 
it calls benefits after reducing them to an annual ae "The annual 
costs include interest on investment, a charge for amortization based 
on a 25-year life for movable parts and a 50-year life for fixed parts, 
plus the estimated amount required for operation and maintenance. 
The annual benefits consist almost wholly of what the engineers refer 
to as savings in transportation costs. These savings are the difference 
between the assumed cost of tranportation over the proposed project 
and that by existing means and routes of transportation on the volume 
of traffic estimated for the proposed waterway. 

If the annual savings thus calculated exceed the annual costs, the 
project is considered by the Corps of Engineers to be economically 
justified. 

Apparently, the annual benefits need to exceed the annual costs 
by only the narrowest of margins to meet the test applied. The re- 
lationship between benefits and cost is generally expressed in a ratio 
with cost set up as 1. Thus, where it is estimated that the annual 
benefits are twice as great as the annual cost, the benefit-cost ratio 
would be expressed as 2 to 1. 

As an example of some of the projects that have been recommended 
by the Army engineers where the assumed benefits barely exceed the 
assumed costs, I ‘Tefer you to the Tennessee-Tombigbee project, favor- 
ably reported ‘to the Congress in House Document "486, 79th Congress, 
second session, where the ratio of benefit to cost was estimated to be 
only 1.05 tol. For a more recent example, there is the St. Anthony 

Falls project included in the current rivers and harbors bill which 
carries a favorable recommendation of the Army engineers although 
the benefit-cost ratio is only 1.03 to 1. 

For purposes of illustration, I will use the figures involved in the 
Tennessee-Tombigbee project. At that time that is the evaluation 
made in 1945, the total estimated cost of the project was $125 million. 
As I said, the benefit-cost ratio in the case of that project was esti- 
mated at 1.05 to 1, Specifically, the amount of the annual transporta- 
tion savings found in that case was $6,251,000, which compared with 
estimated annual costs of $5,953,000. Thus, the Army engineers 
found that the Federal Government was justified in spending $125 
million for the construction of a project for the purpose of transfer- 
ring almost dollar for dollar about $6 million annually of legitimate 
transportation costs from the users of the waterway to the taxpay ers. 
It is beyond my comprehension how any public benefit can be found 
in such a transaction. 

If that does truly provide a justification for an expenditure by the 
Federal Government, so would the giving away of money by the 
Federal Government. If the Federal Government were to give away 
tax revenues to a selected few, there would always be a henefit-to-cost 
ratio of 1 to 1. 
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Let me refer you to what reports of impartial bodies making trans- 
portation studies have said of the so-called benefits or savings relied 
upon by the Army engineers under present evaluation procedures to 
justify recommendation of navigation projects. Consider the follow- 
ing from page 70 of the report of the staff of the Board of Investiga- 
tion and Research, House Document 159, 79th Congress, 1st session : 

Savings to waterway users: Benefits from improved waterways have com- 
monly been measured in terms of the transportation savings which are or may 
be realized by those who use the waterways. Such estimated savings are 
calculated as the difference between what shippers would pay for transportation 
by some other means, usually by rail, and the charges or operating costs borne 
by shippers who use the waterways which are improved and maintained at public 
expense. While this procedure is useful in appraising projects under existing 
waterway policies, it must nevertheless be stressed that the savings referred to 
are not real economic savings such as would indicate the comparative economy 
of waterway transportation. They result largely or wholly from a shifting of 
transportation costs from shippers to taxpayers, who instead bear the hidden 
costs of navigation improvements and their maintenance. 

Consider also the statement in the report of the staff of the Federal 
Coordinator of Transportation, which had the following to say about 
savings of this character: 

The savings set out above arise from the enjoyment of water rates which do 
not cover the entire cost at which the service is rendered. They are, therefore, 
not savings, in an economic sense, but represent in large part the transfer of 
costs from users to taxpayers. 

Thus, I seriously question the evaluation procedures employed by 
the Army engineers in determining whether to recommend proposed 
navigation projects. 

As I understand it, what these two bills would do would be, in effect, 
to permit the Army engineers to recommend approval of a naviga- 
tion project even though the economic benefits do not equal the eco- 
nomic charges. 

While perhaps not literally or precisely so, I would say that under 
S. 1164 the Army engineers would be in a position to recommend a 
navigation project in which the benefits were approximately 15 per- 
cent less than the annual costs if, by the formula set forth in section 
3 (b), they should find recreational benefits in that amount. ‘The same 
thing would be true of S. 1221 except that the maximum amount of 
nonreimbursable costs that could be attributed to recreational benefits 
would be 10 percent. It seems to me this is all wrong. 

I might say, Mr. Chairman, that the proceedings yesterday con- 
firmed that view, that that is precisely what this bill would do, it would 
be to permit projects that could not be justified on their own footing 
from an economic standpoint to have added in among the benefits 
recreational values up to 15 percent in order to permit the Army engi- 
neers to recommend approval of the projects. 

Senator Hruska. Of course, Mr. Prince, that would exclude from 
the term “economic benefits” that which these bills seek to label as 
economic benefits, is that not true? 

Mr. Prince. That is correct; yes. If the project is economically 
unsound then its creation weakens the national transportation system 
and does immeasurable harm to a competing mode of transportation 
that must pay its own way. 

Additionally, harm is done to every shipper that must continue to 
ship its goods by the form of transportation from which traffic has 
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been diverted by reason of the creation of this uneconomical project. 
To say that this inequity and discriminatory treatment is cured by 
providing recreational benefits for a certain group of citizens, com- 
pletely different, of course, from those discriminated against, just 
does not seem to me to be sound. 

I have already used the Tennessee-Tombigbee project by way of 
illustration of several points and I shall now refer to it again. It was 
in the very report that I have referred to before that the Board of 
Engineers for Rivers and Harbors included in the benefits an amount 
attributable to the recreational value of the project. 

Senator Kerr. Now, did the benefits they included go into the tab- 
ulations of benefits which added up to the 1.05 to 1 ratio? 

Mr. Prince. I think that is correct, Senator. 

Senator Kerr. Would you provide the committee a copy of that 
report and identify which part of the 1.05 benefit is credited to recrea- 
tional value ? 

Mr. Prince. Yes, I will be glad to do that. I wanted to say that 
I think I may have made a misreference here by saying it was to the 
very report that I referred to above when I referred to the Tennessee- 
Tombigbee report earlier on page 4, I referred to House Document 
No. 486 which was a report o the Army engineers on the Tennessee- 
Tombigbee project but that was their report in 1946. It was in the 
earlier report that they gave specific dollar value to certain intan- 
gibles among which was recreational value. 

Senator Kerr. Was that the one that you set out here, arrived at 
the figures 1.05 to 1? 

Mr. Prince. Actually, the finding in that earlier report was 1.16 
to 1, I think, and it was in that 1 that they included the specific dollar 
value for the intangibles. 

Senator Kerr. Then you were in error in identifying it as being in 
the report that had the 1.05 to 1. 

Mr. Prince. Yes, sir, I intended to correct that. It wasn’t until 
after I prepared this paper that I discovered that it was in the earlier 
report that they had that. 

Senator Kerr. All right, then, how much of the 1.16 dollar value 
was accredited to recreational value? 

Mr. Prince. $100,000 specifically in dollars went in to make the 
1.16. 

Senator Kerr. What was the total dollars that the 1.16 represented ? 

Mr. Prince. The total benefits were $4,143,000. 

Senator Kerr. $4,148,000 ? 

Mr. Prince. That is correct. 

Senator Kerr. Now, was that in the earlier report or the later re- 
ort ? 

Mr. Prince. That was in the early report, House Document No. 
269, 76th Congress. 

Senator Kerr. Let me have it, will you ? 

Mr. Prince. Yes. 

(Document is handed to Senator Kerr.) 

Mr. Prince. I wanted to refer to the fact that there were certain 
other intangibles included in that report that brought the total to 
$975,000. 

Senator Kerr. What I am interested in is the 

Mr. Prince. Recreational value. 
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Senator Kerr. I am interested in the recreational benefits. 

Mr. Prixce. That is the last figure in the table and shows $100,000. 

Senator Kerr. And it is $100,000 of $4,143,000 ? 

Mr. Prince. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Have you figured out the percentage of the $4,143,- 
000 that $100,000 would be ? 

Mr. Prince. No, sir, I have not, and I will tell you why, Senator, 
if I may. 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Mr. Prince. That I was not making the point that that particular 
item in that particular report would have brought it under parity 
or not, if you removed all three of the intangibles which the Chief of 
Engineers treated as being in the same category, namely, value as a 
facility for that defense, and enhancement of land values in a tribu- 
tary area, plus the recreational value, if you eliminated all three of 
those you have quite clearly got considerable below parity, but what 
I wanted to come to was the fact that after the Board of Engineers 
included such intangibles in their report in order to justify the project 
the Chief of Engineers submitted it to the Congress and made the 
statement, “All these intangible or indirect benefits must be considered 
in addition to the direct savings in transportation costs in ordev that 
that project will show a substantial excess of benefits over costs.” 

Senator Kerr. Was the project authorized on the basis of that 
report by the Congress ? 

Mr. Prince. No, sir. And that is exactly the point I want to make. 
May I continue this quotation for one more sentence ? 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Mr. Prince. “They are difficult to evaluate and appear to me to be 
questions falling within the realm of statesmanship to which the Con- 
gress can best assign the proper value.” 

In other words, General Schley stated that, “I didn’t think that you 
ought to put specific dollar values in these projects to justify them 
attributable to intangibles such as these three.” 

Senator Kerr. Was he directed by the Congress to evaluate those 
intangibles? 

Mr. Prince. No, sir. I don’t think so. 

Senator Kerr. Then how did he happen to do it; do you suppose? 

Mr. Prince. I did not do it, the Board of Engineers for Rivers 
and Harbors and the District Engineers and the Division Engineers 
included that in order to find a justification for the project. ‘The 
standards are not sufficiently definite as I read them 

Senator Kerr. You say they did that in order to justify the project. 
Were they directed by the Congress to make a survey of the benefits of 
the project and the costs? 

Mr. Prince. I am sure that is in general what they were directed 
to do, yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Then, if I am any judge of what happened, here is 
what happened : They made the report to the Congress, they gave the 
actual benefits, they made what they said was an evaluation of certain 
intangible benefits, and then said in their report that in their judg- 
ment ‘they were not entitled to be the difference in warranting au- 
thorization by the Congress. 

Mr. Prince. The Board of E1 ngineers didn’t say that. 
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Senator Kerr. The Board of Engineers didn’t report to the Con- 
gress, did they ? 

Mr. Prince. No, their report was submitted to the Congress. 

Senator Kerr. By whom? 

Mr. Prince. By the Chief of Engineers, the Secretary. 

Senator Kerr. Then the Board didn’t report to the Congress? 

Mr. Prince. No, sir; I think that is entirely correct. 

Senator Kerr. The Chief of Engineers reported to the Congress? 

Mr. Prince. I think that is right. 

Senator Kerr. And in the report he says, “It has been found that 
these intangible values are inherent in the project but I do not think 
that they should be used to warrant authorization” ? 

Mr. Prince. That is correct. 

Senator Kerr. Then do you find criticism with that? 

Mr. Patnce. I don’t find criticism with it, I am simply 

Senator Kerr. I thought you said that you were criticizing it. 

Mr. Prince. I am criticizing what the Board of Engineers wanted 
to do and I am merely pointing out that at that time the Chief of 
Engineers took the view that I am expressing to you now. That is all 
T am making of this point at all. 

Senator Kerr. Well, the Congress took the same view, did they not? 

Mr. Prince. They did, and now you have up for consideration a 
revision of that policy. 

Senator Kerr. A revision of that policy ? 

Mr. Prince. I would say you have in mind a revision 

Senator Kerr. Do you think it is the purpose of this bill to revise 
policy that exists or to declare one that does not exist ? 

Mr. Prince. Well, I don’t know which way you would express that 
because here is the situation, as of today the Army Engineers appar- 
ently do not feel that they can employ benefits from recreational 
values as a basis for 

Senator Kerr. I would say you were correct in that because it was 
disclosed or brought out here yesterday 

Mr. Prince. That is right. 

Senator Kerr. It is not recognizable under the law, they have never 
used it as a legal justification element for authorization. 

Mr. Prince. That is correct. 

Senator Kerr. And the question before the committee and the 
Congress is whether or not we will declare a policy to make certain 
benefits which all seem to recognize as being elements that can be used 
in justification of the project. 

Mr. Prince. I don’t differ from you in that, Senator, that is pre- 
cisely what is involved here. 

Senator Kerr. Now then, the report on which the authorization you 
set forth here that the Congress authorized the Tombigbee project. 

Mr. Prince. Well, subsequently they did, I don’t know that I have 
ever referred to it here because they did in 1946 as I recall. 

Senator Kerr. The report on which the authorization was made by 
the Congress was one that showed a benefit ratio of 1.05 to 1. ; 

Mr. Prince. No, I think that was still a different figure, I think that 
was 1.13 to 1. 

Senator Kerr. Well, suppose you look at your testimony and refresh 
your memory. I have only heard it once and you have been carrying 
it around for some time, what does it say ? 
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Mr. Prince. Which part of it would you like me to refer to? 

Senator Kerr. I am referring to the part where you gave me the 
cost-benefit ratio of the Tombigbee project. 

Mr. Prince. I gave you that. 

Senator Kerr. You will find it on the fourth page of your state- 
ment about the fourth line down in the second paragraph. 

Mr. Prince. That is correct. 

Senator Kerr. What does it say ? 

Mr. Prince. I said that the benefit-cost ratio in the case of that 
project was estimated at 1.05 to 1. 

Senator Kerr. Was that the question I asked you and you said it 
was 1.13 to1? 

Mr. Prince. Mr. Chairman, that is not the question. 

Senator Hruska. Mr. Chairman, if you will yield, I thought your 
question was whether the Congress authorized the project on the basis 
of 1.05 to1? This reference here on page 4 has to do with what the 
reported benefit-cost ratio is to be. 

Mr. Prince. That is correct, and in 1945, sir, in the evaluation re- 
port of 1945 which I inserted into the statement to identify the time 
at which they found that ratio. I am not making any particular 
point of 

Senator Hruska. Iam trying to get the record straight. 

Mr. Prince. I think the record is ‘straight. 

Senator Hruska. When was the Tombigbee project authorized ? 

Mr. Prince. 1946, I believe, sir. 

Senator Hruska. What was the benefit-cost ratio in the report which 
authorized it ? 

Mr. Prince. I believe it was'a revised report and they found 1.15 
to be the ratio at the time it was authorized. 

Senator Hruska. So that it was neither this 1.05 nor the 1.16 ratio, 
it was a supplemental report to both of those which served as a basis 
for Congress authorizing the project. 

Mr. Prince. That was the final 

Senator Hruska. And that ratio was 1.13. 

Senator Kerr. Do you have that other report by the Chief of En- 
gineers ? 

Mr. Prince. No, sir; the final report was an unprinted one, I do not 
have it. 

Senator Kerr. When was the 1.16 made? 

Mr. Prince. 1.16 report was made in the 76th Congress. 

Senator Kerr. What year was that? 

Mr. Prince. First session. 

Senator Kerr. What was the date of General Schley’s letter there? 

Mr. PRINC BE. It was 1939, think. I will give you the exact date, it is 
February 27, 1939. 

Senator Kerr. Then in 1945 the engineers submitted a report justi- 
fying or setting up 1.05 to 1 benefit-cost ratio. 

Mr. Prince. That is correct. 

Senator Hruska. What is the exact date of that one, House Docu- 
ment 486? 

Mr. Prince. February 26, 1946. 

Senator Kerr. And when was the authorization passed ? 

Mr. Prince. I don’t have the date, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Colonel Sneed, will you supply that for the record? 
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Mr. Sneep. The Rivers and Harbors Act of 1946, approved July 24, 
1946. 

Senator Kerr. So evidently the report showing 1.05 to 1 was the 
report that was before the Congress when it made the authorization ? 

Mr. Prince. That is the latest printed report I was informed and 
you can certainly check from the Army engineers. 

Senator Kerr. [ am going to, I just w ant to find if you know of any 
other. 

Mr. Prince. Well, I understand that there was an unprinted revi- 
sion of that given to Congress before they authorized the project which 

raised the benefit cost ratio slightly from 1.05 to 1 to 1.13 to 1. 

Senator Hruska. But you never saw that unpublished report, did 
you? 

Mr. Prince. I think we had access to it but I don’t have a copy of 
it, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Now, in your 1.05 to 1 report is there anything about 
recreation in there? 

Mr. Prince. No, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Are there any other intangible benefits included in 
that 1.05 to 1? 

Mr. Prince. I think they were all stricken from the report on which 
the Congress acted. It was merely in the first report that—that is the 
only one in which I have ever seen them listed. I think I have been 
misunderstood— 

Senator Kerr. In that report they were set forth as an estimate but 
the Chief of Engineers in submitting it said that they were not entitled 
to be considered ? 

Mr. Prince. He didn’t refer to any provisions of law that said they 
were not entitled to it, he said it was his judgment— 

Senator Kerr. He didn’t refer to any provisions of law that said 
they were? 

Mr. Prince. No, sit, he did not. 

Senator Kerr. He said in his judgment they were not entitled to be 
used. 

Mr. Prince. I read to you-—— 

Senator Kerr. Is that about the meaning of that statement ? 

Mr. Prince. That is about the meaning of it. 

Senator Kerr. And there was no authorization on it. 

Mr. Prince. That is correct. 

Senator Kerr. Again for the record, may I show that your state- 
ment here on page 6 where it says: 

It was in the very report that I have referred to before that the Board of Engi- 
neers for Rivers and Harbors included in the benefits an amount attributable to 
the recreational value of the project. 

That statement is in error? 

Mr. Prince. Yes, sir; that is what I said I intended to correct and 
say it referred to House Document 269 which was the earlier report 
instead of House Document 486. 

Senator Kerr. All right; I just wanted the record to be correct in 
that because in my own mind I was positive that no authorization had 
apt made by the Congress based on a report that had to have the rec- 

ational values included to bring it up above 1 to 1. 
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Mr. Prince. Well, I quite agree with you and you will find there 
is no such statement in here; I never had any intention to infer or 
imply or lead anybody to think that it had. 

Senator Kerr. That is the way I understood the sentence that I 
have just read and which you say was in error. 

Mr. Prince. Well, I didn’t so intend and I don’t think it so states, 
Senator. 

Senator Kerr. It says: 


It was in the very report that I have referred to before. 


Mr. Prince. I don’t say it was on that report that the Congress 
authorized the project; nowhere do I say that. If I had finished this 
statement, you would see that the only point I was making in this 
at all was at the time when the Board of E ngineers included the in- 
tangibles General Schley said that he thought that those were differ- 
ent to evaluate and appeared to him to be questions falling w ithin the 
realm of statesmanship to which the Congress can best assign the 
proper values, and all I was going to do was to go on and say T agree 
with him, and I think you should continue to follow that view of 
General Schley’s and not put in specific dollar values. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question ¢ 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Senator Gore. If you say you agree with the general’s statement. 
has he not, in fact, recommended that the Congress itself fix a value 
on this rather than leave it to the Corps of E ngineers ? 

Mr. Prrvce. That is a possible interpretation. 

Senator Gore. Is that not the purpose of the pending bill ? 

Mr. Prince. My interpretation of it is, Senator, that he intends that 
that be taken into account by the Congress in consideri ing a project, 
but that he does not intend that they should give specific dollar values 
to these intangibles. 

Senator Gorr. Well, there is no point in us debating about what 
the general may have had in mind or might not have had in mind. 
But do you or do you not believe that the C ongress should enact a 
formula for arriving at the economic values of recreation ? 

Mr. Prince. The formula to be used for what purpose, if I may 
ask? You mean as intended in this? 

Senator Gore. For the justification of projects ? 

Mr. Prince. No, sir; I do not think that those values should be 
included as a basis for justifying projects which have primarily a 
major commercial purpose. 

Senator Gore. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. I believe the theme of the witness’ testimony as I 
eee it, is that they should not be included in the economic 

valuation of the benefits of a navig: ition project. 

le, Prince. That is exactly—that is the main point, Senator. We 
don’t think that that is fair; we think we have enough competition 
from economically justifiable waterway projects by reason of the fact 
that they are nonreimbursable: there are no user charges imposed 
upon the water carriers using those waterways. That is unfair com- 
petition for us and we say to saddle us in addition with the competi- 
tion on navigation projects that o justified not economically but 
solely by reason of throwing in 15 percent of an intangible recrea- 
tional value is all wrong. 
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Now, we don’t oppose consideration of recreational value, we don’t 
oppose, for instance, adding to a project that is economically justifi- 
able, reasonable expenditures which might in the planning stage enable 
you to get great recreational benefits from those projects, or in the 
case as was discussed yesterday, projects that have been authorized, 
if by the expenditure of certain amounts of money you can provide 
additional recreational facilities all well and good, you won’t find us 
kicking about it. enuh 

Senator Case. You don’t object to the designing of the project in 
the first place so as to preserve and take advantage of the possible 
recreational benefits. 

Mr. Prince. Not at all, Senator. 

Senator Case. You simply don’t want a potential thrown in there 
to make it feasible if it wouldn’t stand on its own bottom from being 


commercially economical. 


Mr. Prince. That is exactly it; we don’t feel we are being un- 
reasonable in that we are not opposed to your overall primary ob- 
jectives to further recreational possibilities in this country, we are 
all in favor of it. 

Senator Hruska. However, if that objective is to make projects 
possible and feasible and authorizable and appropriatable by reason 
of this intangible factor there is where you object, is it? 

Mr. Prince. That is exactly it, sir; yes, sir. 

Senator Hruska. So you are for the sportsman, the outdoorman, 
and the trout fisherman and the bather and so on, but you are not for 
jerking the rug from under you so far as you being a part of the 
economic system here which provides transportation for America. 

Mr. Prince. It is unfair all right as we say, because there are 
no user charges imposed upon the waterway carriers using these fed- 
erally provided and maintained waterways. That is bad enough, but 
when you add to the vast number of projects that you authorize as 
uneconomically justified an additional group that fail by 15 percent 
we think that is about the straw that Riares the camel’s back. 

Senator Kerr. Which camel whose back is about to be broken ? 

Mr. Prince. That is the railroad camelback. 

Senator Hruska. And it is customary, isn’t it—some justice to say- 
ing that the customers who cannot use the waterways have to pay the 
differential. 

Mr. Prince. That is correct. 

Senator Case. Isn’t that the basis on which the railroads usually 
get an increase in freight rates? 

Mr. Prince. I don’t think you can pin it down to that fine a point. 
That is a consideration—I mean it is necessarily a consideration, Sen- 
ator, when we lose traffic, the unit cost of transportation goes up, and 
our volume goes down, unit costs go up and somebody has got to pay 
for that higher unit cost and naturally the people who pay for it are 
the shippers who still have to ship their goods by railroad. 

Senator Kerr. Proceed with your statement. 

Mr. Prince. Yes, sir. 

That is repetitious, the rest of that paragraph, I believe—if you 
would like me to just pass that over. 

Senator Kerr. All right, it will be included in the statement. 

Mr. Prince. This was part of the sum that led to a finding of 
benefits in excess of costs, and as to this particular benefit and certain 
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others such as national defense and enhancement of land values de- 
scribed as intangible or indirect benefits, the Chief of Engineers had 
this to say: 

They are difficult to evaluate and appear to me to be questions within the 

realm of statesmanship to which the Congress can best assign the proper 
values. 
Thus he did not approve of assigning a specific monetary value to an 
intangible such «s recreational benefits and including it along with 
the tangible benefits for the purpose of striking a balance between 
benefits and costs in dollars. I think the observation of the Chief 
of Engineers was a sound one, and recreational values are not con- 
verted from an intangible to a tangible simply by picking out of the 
air certain figures to be used in a formula by which a cash value is 
calculated and assigned to recreational benefits, as is done in section 
3 (b) of these bills. 

I should also like to make one observation with respect to section 
3 (b). 

Again, Senator, I might say this was covered yesterday and it 
seems to me that you agreed and the Army engineer representative, 
General Person, agreed that perhaps it would be better to restate 
the formula in section 3 (b) making it in effect provide that the 
estimated annual number of people to use the project times $1—— 

Senator Kerr. Instead of someday. 

Mr. Prince. I was fearful as he was that they might pick the Fourth 
of July or they might 

Senator Kerr. [ think a good point has been made and agreed to. 

Senator Case. Mr. Prince, if the chairman will permit following the 
hearing yesterday one of the persons who was in the audience asked 
me does “visitor” mean just somebody who comes up in a car and 
looks over the situation and drives away or someone who uses the 
recreation facility? And I was wondering, I was giving that a little 
thought since then, I was wondering if there ought to be either a 
definition of what a visitor was or if we ought to use the term “recrea- 
tion user” or something of that sort? 

Mr. Prince. They do say here “number of persons which may 
reasonably be expected to enjoy the recreational benefits.” Now that 
is a pretty vague standard. 

Senator Kerr. You can put in the words “use and enjoy.” 

Mr. Prrvce. It might be better than just the people who ride by and 
enjoy the sight of it. 

Senator Kerr. That is certainly the intent of this. 

Senator Case. The point was made to me that you might have a 
facility near a large center of population and you might have a con- 
vention 

Senator Kerr. Here is the language the General Accounting Office 
used. 

Senator Case. Recreational attendance. 

Senator Hruska. Is that the standard that is used in the figures of 
visitors that General Person gave us yesterday ? 

Senator Kerr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hruska. Recreation attendance. 

Senator Kerr. Recreation attendance at all places, 61 million 
visitor-days during the calendar year 1955. That is the figure he gave. 

Senator Hruska. How do they define or describe it ? 
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Senator Kerr. They do neither, they just use it. 

Senator Hruska. That still doesn’t answer the question posed to 
you, does it? 

* Senator Case. I think if we would follow the chairman’s suggestion, 
put in the word “use” it would help. I think we have dedicatory serv- 
ices at some of these dams or you have a convention or people come and 
look on the thing, that is hardly a way to measure its economic value. 

Senator Gore. Well, the word “use” might be too restrictive. For 
instance, there might be a local boat race on a Sunday afternoon, there 
might be but few people actually involved in the boat race but the 
whole community might have a Sunday afternoon of recreation. 

Senator Case. That is more in the nature of use if it is an actual 
event, but I think just to drive up and take a look at the scenic—I don’t 
think the scenic value of a facility without participating 

Senator Gorr. What about a picnic by the lakeside ¢ 

Senator Case. I think that is using it. 

Senator Gore. All right, if we have some definition of use. 

Mr. Prince. Well, your discussion, what I am going to say is not 
responsive to the question but it certainly makes me even more firmly 
convinced that these are things to which you should not attempt to give 
specific economic value. 

Senator Gore. What do you mean, “specific”? You don’t want 
to give any economic value, if it makes feasible a project. 

Mr. Prince. Well not ex: ictly, Senator; here is what I feel. I 
think these, ratios—to say that any project that has a parity ratio 
of 1 to 1 is sufficient reason for justifying a project is just completely 
and totally wrong. 

Senator Kerr. Well, we are aware of your feeling in that regard 
and it may be persuasive on the Congress. 

Mr. Prince. I just wanted to add one more word to Senator Gore 
on that. It seems to me where this comes into play is where you have 
one that by the formula is parity, but that does not necessarily mean 
you want to spend the money of the Congress, but if it has these 
intangible assets and benefits in addition; yes. And furthermore 
you got a tremendous backlog of projects. You can’t do them all, 
you are not doing them all, but these intangibles could allow you 
to set up priorities as to which ones would get the priority, one that 
had a lot of intangible assets and the other didn’t give it priority. 

I think it comes into your thinking and planning i in a very big 
way but I don’t think it necessarily means you have got to give it 
specific dollar value. 

Senator Gore. I don’t want to dispute with you on the meaning 
of specific dollar value, but you either give it some value or yon 
give it none. 

Mr. Prince. Well, maybe that is so, I would say you are giving it 

value, but you don’t use it to strike the balance on whether a project 
is rec ognized. 

Senator Kerr. Give it value but disregard the valve 

Mr. Prince. No, sir; not disregard it at all 

Senator Gore. Disregard it, give it no meaning if the balance is the 
difference between the economic feasibility of a project or noneconom+ 
feasibility ofa project. 

Mr. Prince. That is right, when the major project is to be—-— 
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Senator Gore. We understand you. 

Mr. Prince (continuing). With privately operated and owned busi- 
ness of any kind. 

Senator Gorge. Taxpayer. 

Mr. Prince. Taxpaying business. 

Senator Kerr. For instance, who else do you represent now, besides 
the railroads? 

Mr. Prince. I am speaking only for the railroads. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

Mr. Prince. Without going back to my statement for a moment 
I would like to raise one or two other questions that occurred to me 
that wouldn’t be of such importance if my view were going to prevail 
in this matter, but not being at all certain of that I thought 1 would 
bring about for the benefit of the eommittee—— 

Senator Casz. He is the most modest witness we have had in a long 
time. 

Mr. Prince. It might be of some help to the committee in thinking 
about this problem. 

In section 4 you state: 

Any part of the total estimated cost of any such project allocated hereunder 
for recreational benefit shall be nonreimbursable and nonreturnable. 

I daresay the committee is fully aware that they have at no 
place indicated to the Army engineers the basis on which they should 
allocate a certain percentage of the total capital cost of the project 
to recreational benefits. There is no standard prescribed here, no 
formula at all. It would be subject to several interpretations as I 
see it, possibly you would allocate to it only costs attributable to pro- 
viding that part of the facility, or you might take common costs and 
just arbitrarily divide them between the major purposes and the 
recreational purposes. But you don’t tell them at all in section 4 
how to do it. 

Senator Kerr. I think the Congress understands and the engineers 
understand it if the law is passed. 

Mr. Prince. Well, that is fine. I didn’t gather from the conver- 
sation yesterday that it was entirely clear, but under section 3 (b) 
you do set out a specific method of determining how much you put 
in the formula of benefits, the evaluation, for the weighing of benefits 
against costs, but you have done nothing of the kind in section 4. Now 
the other thing that I note is that you have a limit in section 4 that 
“such nonreimbursable costs shall not exceed 15 percent of the total 
project cost.” On the other hand, in section 3 (b) you do not have 
any limit on the amount of annual benefits to be attributable to rec- 
reational value and what I would be concerned about 

Senator Kerr That is consistent with the principle you expressed 
there a while ago, only the principle as you expresssed it would per- 
mit no part of these intangible benefits to be considered in arriving at 
the elements warranting authorization. 

Section 4 says that although there might be enough recreational 
benefits to justify the entire cost of the project on the basis of the 
formula provided that they shall not be included in calculating eco- 
nomic benefits for the purpose of justification in excess of 15 percent 
of the total cost of the project. 

Mr. Prince. Yes, sir; now here is my question under 3 (b), there 
is no 15-percent limit in that. Now, suppose they were to find, fol- 
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lowing your formula, that there were going to be, let’s say, 10,000 
people a day on the average for 365 days, that times a dollar would 
give you annual benefits of $3,650,000. Suppose the total economic 
charges for the project as figured by the Army engineers was $7,300,- 
000. These recreational benefits would then amount to 50 percent of 
the total economic charges. 

Senator Kerr. But as far as authorization is concerned an amount 
greater than 15 percent of your larger amount there could not be used 
for the purpose of authorization ? 

Mr. Prince. Well, I sincerely hope that that is what it does mean. 

Senator Kerr. I assure you that that is what section 4 means. 

Mr. Prince. My concern was that they might put the full 50 percent, 
that they found in accordance with section 3 (b), that there were—— 

Senator Krrr. I assure you that is what section 4 does. Are you a 
lawyer ? 

Mr. Prince. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Well, then, I think you would be able to mterpret 
that, but if you still have doubts about it after having the assurance of 
the chairman, who is also a lawyer, if you will consult’ with the legis- 
lative counsel they will advise you that that is their interpretation of 
it. 

Mr. Prince. And that that 15-percent limitation in effect carries 
over into section 3 (b) when you are adding up your ‘benefits. 

Senator Kerr. That the limitation in section 4 is effective anywhere 
in the bill that it is applicable. 

Mr, Prince. Well, that does give me assurances, sir, and that ds 
what I was seeking. 

Senator Kerr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, the word “hereunder” is used’ in sec- 
tion 4 and that covers the bill, does it not? We put in “heretiider” 
which would be in the bill. 

Senator Kerr. Do you care to give us further ‘testimony ? 

Mr. Prince. Yes, I would like to continue’at the bottom of page 7. 
I have described one very fundamental defect in the evaluation pro- 
cedures now employed by the Army engineers, namely, the designa- 
tion of the transfer of certain transportation costs to the taxpayer as 
“savings,” or benefits, whereas in reality they are not such ‘at all. 

In addition to this, there are certain other serious defects in the 
evaluation procedures of the Army engineers in connection with the 
consideration of proposed navigation projects. There is at no timean 
objective consideration of the relation of the ae eee undertaking 
to overall transportation requirements or a balanced analysis‘of the 
transportation needs and facilities of all types in the region concerned. 
This deficiency has been recognized in times past by various author- 
ities, and that such is the case must be abundantly clear to anyone 
who has examined reports by the Army engineers on proposed naviga- 
tion projects. 

The construction of a navigation project’ results in adding to our 
national transportation system. It has long been recognized that an 
oversupply of transportation can create as many problems ati'! diffi- 
culties as an undersupply of transportation. The economic problems 
presented in connection with the construction of a navigation project 
are clearly transportation problems and not engineering ‘problems. 
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The agency of Government charged with responsibility for carrying 
out most of the policies of Congress with respect to transportation is 
the Interstate Commerce Commission. It is the body with the 

-eatest amount of experience and the greatest amount of knowledge 
in determining the effect that an addition to our national transporta- 
tion system would have on the existing segments of that system and the 
overall benefits to the shippers of the country. The Army engineers 
have no special competence in this field and it is open to serious 

uestion whether the Army engineers should serve as the advisers to 
ongress on this matter. 

Senator Kerr. Well, Congress has struggled along pretty well on 
that basis for quite awhile and I am sure until somebody gives us a 
better crutch to lean on we will continue to operate on that basis. 

Mr. Prince. I am afraid that is the case, sir; we would like to sup- 
ply you with another staff instead of a crutch to lean on. 

Senator Kerr. I will tell you one reason why I would not want 
that.. I live in the Southwest where, until the Interstate Commerce 
Commission ordered it. otherwise, and long after they had ordered 
otherwise, shippers paid about 1.4 percent more than shippers in the 
so-called official territory. 

I notice the Senator here from Nebraska and one from South 
Dakota, where I believe that the penalty is greater than that. I notice 
the Senator from Colorado, where the penalty is, I believe, about 1.76 
percent of the rate charged by the railroads in the official territory 
and so far as I am concerned one of the reasons that I came to Con- 

s was to try to lift the shippers of my part of this country out 
rom under the discriminatory penalty imposed upon them by the 
railroads ever since Government and States and local agencies gave 
them the right-of-way on which to build their facilities into our ter- 
ritory. 

sow, since you have engaged in a general discussion I just want to 
put my general remarks into the record at the same point. 

Now, you may proceed. 

Mr. Prince. I judge you do not expect a reply in defense of the 
rate policies because I assure you I am not prepared to do it. I-can 
only say: 

Senator Kerr (interposing). I do not see how anybody could 
when they have been increased, I believe, about 65 percent in the last 
15 years and I notice where one high official of the American Associa- 
tion of Railroads served notice on the public a few weeks ago that they 
could expect an increase of at least 70 percent above present rates in 
the next few years or just as soon as they could be put into effect on 
the basis of petition by the carriers. 

Mr. Prince. Yes, sir; and those things we are forced to do when 
the goods and supplies and materials that we buy have gone up more 
than that and the amount we pay our working force has gone up con- 
siderably more than that, what are we going to do— 

Senator Kerr (interposing). What I am going to do is try to get 
some other kinds of transportation that will let other parts of the 
ed survive in a national economy, that is what I am going to try 
to do. 

Mr. Prince. Well, a lot of people are being fooled about what is 
cheap transportation. I say when the taxpayers pay half the trans- 
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portation bill instead of the shippers it is not cheap, it is cheap only 
to those that benefit by it. 

I call to your attention one other highly questionable practice re- 
cently employed by the Army Engineers in evaluating a navigation 
project. 

Senator Kerr. I say this to you, that the Army Engineers are not 
on trial before this committee. 

Mr. Prince. No, evaluation procedures are, I think, sir. 

Senator Kerr. And you have the opportunity of speaking here and 
T am not going to try to shut it off, but I want to say this, that the 
Army engineers in my judgment are one of the most efficient arms 
of the Government and I think that they are ethical and men of the 
highest integrity and ability that I know, and personally I think that 
it is very poor ethics to make the statement “one other highly ques- 
tionable practice recently employed by the Army engineers * * *” 

Mr. Prince. I am going to describe it and it is only my characteri- 
zation of this policy which I think is completely and wholly wrong 
and I do not withdraw from that statement one bit. 

Senator Kerr. It might be in error, but that would not justify the 
statement that “it is a highly questionable practice.” 

Mr. Prince. I am afraid I did not 

Senator Kerr. And referred to as “one other highly questionable 
practice” which carries the implication that there may be an epidemic 
of them on the part of the engineers. 

Mr. Prince. LT apologize to you and the Army engineers. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, a little while ago I was going to sug- 
gest that the rest of the statement be filed in the record; I though 
the witness had brought clearly before the committee the point he 
wanted to make. 

Mr. Prince. I have but one other point that I want to make and 
IT will make it without reading it, if I may, merely pointing to the 
fact that in this St. Anthony Falls project in order to arrive at a 
parity ratio that would permit them to make a favorable recommenda- 
tion on the project the Army engineers recommend that they dis- 
regard past expenditures of $12 million and make their cost-benefit 
ratio only on the amount that it would take to complete the project, the 
$20 million. I think that is wrong. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Prince, if you are going to persist in making 
these points, if the Chairman will permit me, I would like to follow 
that a little bit. 

What was this $12 million expenditure for in the first place, in the 
instance to which you are referring ? 

Mr. Prince. Work on the project. I do not know more specifically 
than that. 

Senator Casr. Did it stand on its own bottom, was the $12 million 
and expenditure for some development that stood on its own bottom 
with feasibility ? 

Mr. Prince. I do not so understand; I understand that this is the 
same overall project and that the $12 million has been expanded, but 
it was not a completed project. 

Senator Hruska. It involved channel deepening? 

Mr. Prince. Channel deepening and certain other work on the St. 
Anthony’s Falls. Iam afraid you would have to get the detzils. 
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Senator Cass. I do not know that you are prepared to say that you 
have a valid example here. If the first step or if the first project, 
whatever it was, was economically justifiable and warranted the ex- 
penditure of $12 million then it stood on its own and the Government 
would have spent that much. If later, by a change in economics or 
for whatever reason it might be true, nevertheless, if later it became 
true that by the expenditure of an additional amount of money you 
could have an additional feasible project, would that destroy its 
feasibility ? 

Mr. Prince. If you had a different project I would say, “No.” 

Senator Case. I do not think, then, that you are prepared to say 
that this illustration that you use on St. Anthony Falls is a valid 
illustration of the point you are seeking to make. 

Mr. Prince. Well, I would suggest that inquiry be made on that 
from the people who do know best and certainly the Army engineers, 
I know that the Board of Engineers by formal] vote— 

Senator Kerr (interposing). Well, in view of the opinion that you 
have expressed on them do you think that we could rely on testimony 
that they would give us? 

Mr. Prince. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. Do you think we would be justified in accepting it 
and relying on it ? 

Mr. Prince. I certainly do. I think they are a very honorable 
body of most competent engineers in the world. I just do not think 
they know much about transportation and transportation problems. 

Senator Hruska. Well, Mr. Chairman, in that respect I have as 
high regard for the Army engineers as the Chairman or anyone else, 
but I do hope, I do hope that we have not arrived in this committee 
er any other committee of this Congress to a point where the logic 
and the methods used by any governmental agency, including this 
committee and this Congress, cannot be commented upon by a witness 
who will say that on grounds of logic or on grounds of policy that a 

ractice is questionable. I think that it is wholesome for us to have 

rought before us things which will enable us to scrutinize this to 
either confirm our high estimate of the engineers or anyone else or 
to revise our opinion. 

Frankly, I cannot see anything viewed objectively which is objec- 
tionable to the witness’ statement here, even though the point he makes 
is a little extraneous to the hearing at hand. 

Senator Kerr. I want to say to my good friend from Nebraska 
that to me the language has another connotation. 

Senator Hruska. Well, it does not to me, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. And I remarked on the basis of the connotation I 
received from it and I stand on it. Iam glad to have the Senator from 
Nebraska remark on it on the connotation he takes from it. I wel- 
come criticism of logic and judgment, but I resent what I regard as 
language which casts reflections upon the integrity of the Corps of 
Engimeers and that is the way I interpret the language and that is 
my privilege to so interpret it. 

I cannot interpret it otherwise as I read it, and I find no fault with 
my friend from Nebraska for disagreeing with me, but I say to him 
that when anybody comes here and does what I regard as cast reflec- 
tion upon the integrity of someone for whom I have a great respect 
and high regard I am going to make a remark about it. 
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Mr. Prince. Senator, as I expressed to you, I am sorry that you did 
get such a connotation and implication Tae it, I did not level any 
general charges, I immediately stated what I considered to be the 
practice which, perhaps unwisely, L designated as a questionable prac- 
tice. That is merely a choice of words, it is not a general accusation. 
I am trying to cite to you the very purpose that the Senator from 
Nebraska has expressed in order for you to consider whether these 
present evaluation procedures are right. I think that what you ought 
to have is a review of the entire evaluation procedures being followed 
by the Army engineers and include in it as one of the questions this 
matter of giving some value to recreational benefits but I think to pick 
this one thing out when there are so many highly controversial matters 
and policies followed by the Army engineers in connection with the 
evaluation of navigation projects just is not going to the heart of the 
problem. , 

Now, I would say another thing in that their evaluation procedures 
that I do not think it right. They put down all the benefits from a 
project, including as public savings these savings to specific shippers 
who are able to use the new navigation project, but do they put down 
the other side of the balance sheet any harm that it does to other 
parties, the fact that it might cause other shippers to, suffer some 
osses ? 

There is no balancing in that sense between the benefits and the 
hardships imposed as a result of the project. I think there are lots of 
things that should be examined by the Congress in this matter of 
evaluation procedure and I am just making that suggestion that it is 
a matter that ought to receive the attention of Congress at some time. 

I have finished, Mr. Chairman, unless you have further questions. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, in justice to the witness I think pos- 
sibly I should place in the record this paragraph from a report on the 
St. Anthony Falls project, it is a report by Maj. Gen. Charles G. Holle, 
chairman of the board of engineers for rivers and harbors, which 
therein appears this paragraph: 

With these benefits an estimated carrying charge of $1,627,000 the benefit-cost 
ratio for the entire extension of the reduced bridge clearance is 0.65, Comparing 
these benefits with the revised annual carrying charges for the work remaining 
to complete the extension, $1,018,000, the benefit-cost ratio is 1.03. The benefit- 
cost ratio for the extension in its entirety as evaluated by the district engineers 
and as indicated by the revised estimates is less than unity. However, both the 
district engineers estimate of prospective annual benefits and that presented 
above when compared with the annual charges for the work remaining to com- 
plete the extension, indicate a benefit-cost ratio greater than unity. 

I think without having had an opportunity to review the details 
of this project any more than has come before the committee it would 
appear that Congress had appropriated and had expended something 
like $11 or $12 million on the construction of a lock and dam which 
is nearing completion, or was at the time of this report, and that. the 
city of Minneapolis had expended a million and a half in the form 
of local cooperation, and vidi the justification for that project 
was there it sat or would sit when completed and that the St. An- 
thony Falls extension was determined to be feasible as it was to com- 
pletion and without that extension the money previously expended 
would not bring its maximum benefits. 

Senator Hruska. If that is true the money previously expended was 
not economically justifiable. 
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Senator Casz. It may not have been or it may have been on some 
other basis. 

Senator Hruska. I do not. recall if it was on this particular one. 
‘There was a project in this particular area on which we had last sum- 
mer some testimony, if this is the right instance, that unless this 
additional money were put into the thing the money previously spent 
would not be of any value or very little value and to that extent one 
would be warranted in concluding that the money spent. up to that 
time, unless it was to be followed by additional moneys was not justi- 
fiable economically on its own basis. 

Senator Casz. Mr. Chairman, I had a personal project, if you will 
pardon a personalization, which presented me with exactly that kind 
of problem. I sought to effect an irrigation project on the ranch 
out home. I spent some money on getting a well, a collecting and 
gathering well. At that point I found I had about $1,700 in it; I 
did not have a chance to get a thing out of it unless I spent some 
more money, but by spending some more money I did get a project 
where it would deliver some water on 40 acres of land. I spent a 
lot more money in getting that initial well than I intended. I expected 
just to take the water out of the well, I was going to spend a couple 

undred dollars, but after I got that much in it I decided the only 
way to get my $1,700 back was to go through and finish it. 

Senator Hruska. I do not know, Senator, how the Case family keeps 
its budget but the chances are when you capitalized on it you did not 
include only the $200 but I have an idea that you included the whole 
1,700 plus the 200 which is the position, as [ understand it. which 
the witness wants to bring about. 

You would have to capitalize the whole $1,700 plus the additional 
moneys. ; 

Senator Casz. As a matter of fact, maybe you have given me an 
idea there. [Laughter. ] 

Senator Kerr. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Kerr. On the record. 

With further reference, Senator Case, to the projects you reviewed 
there, the St. Anthony Falls project, as I recall the testimony before 
and as I understood your reading of it, there was no withholding 
of information by the engineers. They laid it out here on the table 
in response to questions by the committee. If there is any fault to 
be found in the authorization of the project it would be with the 
Congress, not with the engineers. 

Mr. Prince. I do not believe it has been authorized. I think it 
is in this present bill if I am not mistaken. 

Senator Kerr. Well, it has been passed by the Congress and very 
likely will be again. . 

Mr. Prince, Oh, you mean the last Congress. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Mr. Prince. I have the feeling on that St. Anthony Falls one that 
if you have got to spend another $20 million on top of the $12 million 
to get ratio of 1.03 to 1 you sure have got a pretty skimpy project 
for justification, particularly when you take into consideration the 
way your estimates of cost usually skyrocket on these projects and 
I say that advisedly. If you would take a look at what 1s happening 
to the St. Lawrence Waterway project I do not think there is any 
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more chance of the St. Anthony Falls project coming out in the end 
with a plus ratio of benefits over cost than of your flying to the moon. 

Senator Kerr. I want to say to you that I fully expect poopie in 
this room to live long enough to fly to the moon and I would say that 
so far as the conclusive clincher to your argument you used a very 
poor illustration. 

Mr. Prince. I think it will take about as long for this project to 
be justified, sir, as for us to get to the moon. 

Senator Kerr. It may be, and I repeat that on the basis of the in- 
formation given us by the engineers they withheld nothing, and if 
there is fault to be found with the authorization your criticism actually 
is leveled at the Congress and not the engineers. 

Senator Hruska. It is not my understanding that anyone is chal- 
lenging any of the morals of this situation, Mr. Chairman; maybe 
I am getting the wrong slant on this thing, but I did not understand 
there was any element of dishonesty or deceit or anything of that 
kind. The word “questionable” is used here which may or may not 
serve as the basis for that. After all, it can refer to other things 
and I kind of like to extend fair intendment to any witness who comes 
before this committee or any other committee until his good faith 
is demonstrated as being in error. But when one says “questionable” 
to me the word means that it is subject to question and it can be sub- 
ject to question on the basis of logic, policy, or a host of other reasons 
and not only in the ulterior way of being dishonest, or deceitful, or 
anything of that kind. 

Senator Revercoms. Mr. Chairman, may I say to the Senator from 
Nebraska for a minute, does it not simply mean that they question 
the method of calculation ? 

Senator Hruska. Yes. 

Mr. Prince. That is my whole intent, sir; and I have certainly 
leveled no accusations of dishonesty or deceit or withholding on the 
part of the Army Engineers. I just say I think they are wrong in 
adopting that policy, and I think it is something that ought to be 
considered by this committee. 

Senator Rrevercomsn. Let me say to the witness, is what you are 
saying you think they are wrong in using that method of calculation; 
is that not correct ? 

Mr. Prince. That is correct. 

Senator Carrott. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question? 

Senator Kerr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Carrot. As a new member of this committee, if we would 
change the benefit-cost ratio according to the testimeny you are giv- 
ing, would that seriously interfere with the future development of 
some of these projects? 

Senator Kerr. Well, if we were to fully adopt the policies recom- 
mended by this witness my judgment is that one of the functions of 
this committee would automatically transpire and any discussion of 
future navigational projects would be purely academic. 

Senator Carroti. Well, it seemed to me, therefore, that the testi- 
mony here and as I say, as a new member of this committee and just 
listening, and I detected nothing personal against the witness, and 
nothing personal on the part of the chairman of this committee 
against the witness, but as a general solicitor of the Association of 
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American. Railroads, certainly a powerful group, if there were silence 
on the part of the chairman or silence on the part of this committee in 
the record with the tremendous economic power of this group, it might 
lead the Army Engineers to believe that their method they were pur- 
suing was,not proper, and I think itis well for the chairman to put 
it in the record, not on a personal basis but the attitude of this com- 
mittee. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, 

I want, to thank the Senator from Colorado. I might say that I 
practiced law for, many years and I have been acquainted with men 
in every. profession—doctors, surgeons—and I have always under; 
stood, when an accusation, was made that they were engaging in highly 
questionable practices, that they were being accused of unethical ac- 
tion and of behavior which certainly had an element of failing to 
meet the standards of their profession. That is my interpretation of 
this language.. The witness says that he did not so mean it; I take 
that, but I say this: If it comes before me again on that basis and 
on. the experience that I have had and the use that I have made of the 
language and heard it used, that would be my understanding. I 
want to say to any group of lawyers or doctors or other professional 
men that, if I accuse them of highly questionable practices, I am going 
further than academic error. 

Mr, Prince. Mr. Chairman, would you be willing to have the word 
“questionable” stricken out in, view of what I state? My whole 
point is made by stating the practice which I have done, that I think 
is wrong and I have made it clear; I hope amply clear. 

Senator. Kerr. You. have made it clear. I only repeat what I 
did because of the —— 

Mr. Prince (interposing). Well, I apologize for using the word 
because, did not mean. to. imply that. 

Senator Kerr. You do not need to because, on the basis you in- 
tended it, none is indicated. 

Senator, Hruska. Mr. Prince, if the word “erroneous” were used 
would that convey your idea just as fully ? 

Mr, Prince. Surely.. I think the chairman and I are now with 
an. understanding. 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Further questions? 

Senator Nevpercer. Yes. I would like to ask a few questions, 
please. 

In the first place I would just like to say I do not agree with much 
of the premise of the witness, but I personally have no obiectior 
to,the propriety of what he said. Since I have come here I have 
heard very strong language used on the floor of the Senate and 
have. read it on the floor of the House, and I like to believe that wit- 
nesses before committees of the Congress have the same rights that 
Senators, and Representatives have. So, while I disagree with much 
of the major substantive premise of the witness I personally have 
no objection to what he said even though I yield to no one in my 
admiration for the Army engineers. 

I would. like to ask a question of Mr. Prince that I think is quite 
fundaments| to what he said to us about user charges on inland 
waterways. 
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Has the Association of American Railroads ever suggested that 
user charges be imposed on oceangoing shipping which comes into 
our great harbors like New York, Seattle, San Francisco, New Or- 
leans, which benefits by immensely costly dredging carried on by the 
Corps of Engineers; which benefits by buoys, lightships, by light- 
houses maintained by the Coast Guard and other installations of 
Government which in many instances are more expensive than some 
of the undertakings on inland waterways ? 

Mr. Prince. Senator, on that this has been our position : That from 
the standpoint of logic, soundness of policy, there should be user 
charges on those operations as well as on the inland waterways. Sim- 
ilarly for the use of the Great Lakes; however, we do recognize 
that there are much greater difficulties from an administrative stand- 
point and by reason of international problems that are created in 
connection with imposing such charges for the use of our ocean ports 
that we have not urged the inclusion or the imposition of user charges 
in that respect and, quite frankly, because that does not affect us 
and our self-interest and does not do us any harm. 

Senator Nevsercrer. That was the reason I raised the point. So 
much of the material that I receive from railroad groups and Jand- 
transportation groups, Mr. Prince, has been in terms ‘of protecting 
the Treasury and so on, and yet, to some degree, I think the sincerity 
of those groups, including your own, is indicted when it has not asked 
for similar user charges on that aspect of water transportation which 
may be noncompetitive with railroad and trucklines and so on. 

Mr. Prince. Well, I do not know the way in which it has been 
put by many of the groups, but T am being perfectly frank with you, 
it is not just pro bono publico, I am representing the railroad and 
our association is representing the railroads, and it is the inland 
waterways that provide us with the stiff competition that we think 
is unfair and that is why we are shooting at the inland waterways first. 

Now, I think the other could very well be put on the same basis, but 
we are not insisting on it because it does not hurt us. 

Senator Nevusercer. Do you not think to some extent the discrim- 
inatory rate structure which the railroads have built up over the years 
has Jed to the great demand in many parts of the country for the 
development of such rivers and lakes as can be projected in the inland 

yaterways. Have not the railroads in a way been their own worst 
enemy in the type of rate structure which they have loaded onto people, 
all the traffic will bear, and very discriminatory rate structure of many 
aspects. 

Mr. Prince. T cannot accept your premise at all, Senator. There 
has been a highly discriminatory rate structure, the body that Congress 
imposed with the duty of learning and studying and investigating 
those very matters concluded otherwise. 

Now, how can people who have not become expert in this field so 
readily arrive at the conclusion that it is highly discriminatory? It 
is a very complex situation, indeed. 

Senator Nevpercer. Well, all my observation of the way your rates 
work in my part of the country and in the Intermountain West has 
led me to believe, perhaps mistakenly, because anyone of us can be 
mistaken, that the railroad rate structure is discriminatory. 

Now, you and I both know regardless of what you say about the 
Interstate Commerce Commission that many regulatory agencies take 
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on the aspects and the philosophy and the atmosphere of the economic 
groups that they were set up to regulate. I do not think that is only 
true of the ICC, I think that is true of all sorts of regulatory bodies 
at the State and Federal level. 

Mr. Prince. I certainly would like to disagree on that point that 
I do not think that anybody who knows the situation well could claim 
that the ICC has been a champion of the railroads. Certainly in 
relation to the other forms of transportation that it also regulates. 

Senator Nevpercer. I do not think it is necessarily a champion of 
the railroads, but I think it has permitted a rate structure which the 
railroads have sought and which in my opinion is not only against the 
railroads’ best interests but against the country’s best interests. We 
will not belabor that here. 

I want to ask one other question about this so-called user-charge 
recommendation which you have made. I mean, the philosophy which 
es ask be applied with user charges to inland waterways. That could 

extended almost indefinitely, could it not, to any public service, 
if you accept your premise? I mean, you could apply it—— 

r. Prince (interposing). Well, I do not know that that is true. I 
think you could draw lines of demarcation. Here the Federal Govern- 
ment is providing a right-of-way at its expense which it is maintaining 
and operating solely at its expense for use by people engaged in private 
commercial enterprise and in competition with other modes of trans- 
portation that must pay all of the costs. 

Now, that to me is a wholly different situation from many others 
that you could point to. I would say that any that would parallel 
that should have the equivalent of user charges. 

Senator Neusercer. Let me ask you this, Mr. Prince. Have the 
railroads ever made any study, for example, of the economics of an 
operation in an area where there is daland water transportation? It 
has been my general presumption, and again I can be mistaken, but it 
has been mine that where a traffic is built up on an inland waterway 
and the general economic activity in that area has been encouraged, 
that railroads, truck lines, air facilities, all buses, all possible trans- 
portation are benefited including the railroads. 

Now, for example, does the Union Pacific not make substantial 
profits where it operates into Oregon or parallel the Columbia River, 
a major inland waterway, or is the Union Pacific adversely affected, 
let us say, in Oregon compared with its lines through the Intermoun- 
tain West where I believe there are no inland waterways comparable 
with the Columbia River? 

I am just interested to know if there is anything to this, that the 
railroads are hurt by the inland navigation systems. 

Mr. Prince. Well, the only place where I differ from you is that you 
think the provision of the free waterways is responsible for all this 
development. If the development of the waterway is sound and eco- 
nomical and provides generally cheap transportation you can impose 
user charges sufficient to pay for the project and its maintenance and 
operation and still have a saving for the shippers. You still have all 
this economic growth and benefit. You do not shut off the improve- 
ment of navigation projects, the only thing you do is insure that you 
will have only sound and economically feasible projects. 

The thing I refuse to accept is your premise that user charges are 
justified. I think they are no more justified in the Columbia River 
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than they are to the inland passage to Alaska which is protected 
extensively by lightships and buoys and dredges and so on. 

Senator Neusercer. The point is, getting to my original question, 
have the railroads ever made a nae of their profit-and-loss sheet 
in an area like the Oregon-Washington Railroad and Navigation Co. 
which is a subsidiary of the Union Pacific or the Oregon Shortline 
where they do have competition from inland waterways if it has hurt 
the railroads? 

Mr. Prince. With all due respect, sir, I think such a study would 
be meaningless. I think the places where the inland waterways exist 
are the places with the greatest economic development. It is not solely 
your navigation facilities that are responsible for that, but you have 
got industrial water and you have got all sorts of things that make that 
a highly developed economy so that you cannot just attribute all the 
great benefits in this area to the navigation projects and I think you 
could still have it 

Senator Case (interposing). Mr. Chairman, would the Senator 
yield for a question that will relate to what you are talking about? 

Mr. Prince, are you advocating that we establish user charges 
for the facilities these bills would cover ¢ 

Mr. Prince. No, sir; I was not taking any position about the 
establishment of user charges. 

Senator Case. But you spoke of the principle of making the trans- 
portation users pay for the transportation benefits? 

Mr. Prince. That is right. 

Senator Case. Would you extend that to the recreation users? That 
is the bill that is before us. 

Mr. Prince. Maybe. I think the Government has extended it in 
this limited way, that where they have put facilities in recreational 
areas they have attempted to charge fees adequate to maintain these 
facilities. 

Senator Hruska. Boat docks, for example? 

Mr. Prince. Yes, sir; and they have, I think, entrance fees to some 
of the national parks. 

Senator Casz. What about the capital construction costs? 

Mr. Prince. But I do not. believe you can put recreational facilities 
on that basis. 

Senator Casr. All right. 

Senator Nevpercer. I have only one other question. The reason I 
raise the issue of user charges is because it was in your statement 
which you presented to the committee. 

Is it not also true that in areas where you have inland water- 
ways which are near or in the same general service region of a rail- 
road that the railroads have reduced their rates and thereby increased 
the tonnage that they carry ? 

Mr. Prince. As a general proposition, I would say undoubtedly 
“Yes,” with respect to the goods which may be moved by inland water- 
way as well as by rail, and therefore, the area of competition between 
the water carriers and the railroads. 

Senator Neupnercer. And there is no evidence, I take it, that the 
railroads have operated at a loss in those areas where they have re- 
duced their freight rates in order to meet the competition from inland 
navigation operations ¢ 
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Mr. Prince. Well, I do not know that there is any such evidence as 
that, but that does not seem to me to get to the heart of the question 
‘at all.” I do not think, for instance, the fact that the railroads have 
lowered their rates to meet competition necessarily means that there 
has been an overall benefit to the shippers of the country as a whole. 
I think you have to weigh these additions to our national transpor- 
tation system in relation to what it does to the shippers of the country 
as a whole, not any single group affected. 

Senator Nevsercer. Well, I do not want to take any more time of 
the committee. I disagree with you on that premise, and I think 
the railroads have benefited by lowering their rates in those regions. 
But that is all I have, Mr. Chairman; thank you. 

Senator Kerr. All right, Mr. Prince, we thank you for your ap- 
pearance and hope that you appreciate the sounding board that we 
have provided for you. 

Mr. Prince. Thank you very much, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Congressman Perkins is here. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CARL PERKINS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE SEVENTH DISTRICT OF KENTUCKY 


Mr. Perkins. Senator Kerr and members of the committee, I ap- 

ear here this morning to support S. 1164. I introduced similar leg- 
islation over in the House which is now pending before the House 
Interior Committee. 

In the area that I represent we have as many river miles, if not more, 
than any other congressional district in the United States. We have 
the Big Sandy and its tributaries, the Kentucky River and the Lick- 
ing River. Of course, all those rivers empty into the Ohio, but the 
district that I represent extends from Portsmouth, South Portsmoutin 
to Harlan County, which is about one-fifth of Kentucky in area. 

Now, the recent flood pointed up several things down home to my 
way of thinking and we were fortunate to have a lot of surveys under- 
way but, of course, they were too late to do us any good. That whole 
area will remain an economic depressed area—I mean sections of the 
whole area and the large mining countries, certain sections in Pike 
County, McCreary, Letcher County, until we get a real flood-control 
program in that area. 

The damages down there this time ran into the hundreds of millions 
of dollars by the recent floods. 

Senator Hruska. Congressman, excuse me, do you mean this 
spring’s floods. 

Mr. Perkins. I mean the disaster that we had in the latter part of 
January, on the 29th of January. Most of that disaster was in the 
district that I represent. 

About the best illustration of it—I see Senator Gore here—take 
over on the Cumberland, they had the approximate amount of rainfail 


over there, approximately 6 or 7 inches over the period of 72 hours, 





and that area was protected by reason of the reservoirs, but when you 
get on across the mountain in the Kentucky side the whole area was 
practically destroyed. It just goes to show what can be done and 
what must be done. ise 3s 
Senator Gorr. It so happens, Congressman, that the distinguished 
chairman of this committee was my guest on the banks of the Cumber- 
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land River Sunday and I would like to point out to him that the Cum- 
berland feed mills which you saw would, according to engineers’ esti- 
mates, except for the dam on the Cumberland River, have been at its 
main floor about 10 feet under water. 

Senator Kerr. Well, that would have meant that much of the busi- 
ness district and area of the community likewise would have been ? 

Senator Gorr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. That would have been inundated. 

Senator Gore. As it was, the Cumberland River Valley suffered no 
damage at. all by reason of 3 dams—2 of them are pictured here {in- 
dicating pictures on the walls of the room]. You will recognize Cen- 
ter Hill and Dale Hollow and Wolf Creek is the third. 

I would like to point out to you also, Congressman, that the Ten- 
nessee Valley which has a somewhat parallel flowage with the Cumber- 
land has experienced the same kind of rainfall. There was very, very 
little, if any, damage, yet it is estimated that except for the TVA dams 
Chattanooga alone would have suffered damage of more than $100 
million. 

Senator Hruska, it was the largest rainfall that has occurred in 
that region in 55 years and I would like to point out to the committee 
and the Congressman, I live in a region in which the mountain areas 
have very large rainfall, the second largest precipitation in the United 
States occurs on the mountainous border between North Carolina and 
Tennessee, 108 inches, I believe it is. 

Mr. Perkins. Every time that the Congress has acted, for instance, 
a little flood-control project in Jackson, Ky., which only cost $250,000 
it was a cutoff project cutting through the mountain 250 feet, saved 
that city on the project and paid for itself. This one disaster much 
more than paid for itself. 

If the Buck Horn project had been completed that would have saved 
the city of Baileyville from damage that the Senators, with your help, 
we got a million dollars to start construction on that project. 

Now, getting back to the point, Senator Kerr, as I understand the 
basic provision of the bill it is to improve the benefit-cost ratio by 
counting potential recreational benefits up to 15 percent of the total 
cost of the project. 

This figure is much less than experience have proven would be fed 
into the local economy by the tourist trade. As an illustration I would 
like to cite just what has taken place in the Dewey Reservoir area in 
the Seventh Congressional District just over a period of 4 years. 

Now, this reservoir that was completed in 1950 is only 1 of 4 that 
were authorized in the headwaters of the Big Sandy by the compre- 
hensive Flood Control Act of 1938, and if these other reservoirs had 
been completed we would not have had the disaster to those towns; 
some of them 6, 8, 12, and 15 feet under water. 

Getting back now to the Dewey Reservoir. In 1953, boats, 400; 
1954, 320; 1955, 438; 1956, 530, The attendance in 1953, 437,000— 
and this is the only reservoir in my district that has been completed. 
In 1954, 532,000; 1955, 664,385; 1956,.510,312. It just continues to go 
up. So, we can estimate withoyt too much specnlation just tle hene- 
fits that will accrue from the passage of this legislation and will permit 
the engineers to justify a lot of these projects that otherwise may not 
be economically justified. 
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As I understand the only limitation in the proposed legislation is 
that the recreational program should not conflict with the major 
purposes of the project such as flood control, navigation, and so forth. 

In the area on the streams in eastern Kentucky and perhaps there 
would be very little conflict, if any, in the country as a whole, I have 
always held fast to the belief that the engineers diuba take into con- 
sideration in making their economic justification, future benefits re- 
sulting from industry that would come into the area as a certainty 
after making streams navigable. 

Now, what [ had in mind there, on April 10, 1954, I put in the record 
here a copy of the letter that I wrote to the Chief of Engineers at that 
time because we have one of the best metallurgical coal areas in the 
whole world that would serve the United States alone for a couple of 
hundred years, in the area that I represent. But, we have not had any 
market for that coal, of course, until the last 2 years it has improved 
considerably because of the increased demand for steel, and another 
obstacle which the Senator knows, getting back to the point that you 
mentioned a while ago, is that we are unable to compete with the water 
transportation in the Kanawha Valley, too, steam coal in the area we 
certainly cannot compete with the Kanawha Valley and they can, 
with all these powerplants along the Ohio now, we are just not able to 
get our coal there. 

Senator Kerr. Your landlocked coal? 

Mr. Perkins. That is correct. And, of course, I take it that this 
legislation will have a great bearing on the navigation, which con- 
sidering the engineers now have under study the Kentucky River 
which is due to be completed June 30, 1958, and the Big Sandy survey 
is due to be completed June 30 this year, and there have been proposals 
before the Congress for many years to channelize the Big Sandy River, 
and if we had that area channelized, I mean the channelization of the 
Big Sandy we would have with all of our mineral resources, instead 
of being an economic depressed area, we would be one of the wealthy 
areas of the whole country. But we have the coal there, and much of 
the mineral is owned by outside interests which is all right. The 
Senator knows what I am talking about. Many of you know the land 
owners back in the early 1880's, 1890°s, 1900°s, sold coal for 50 cents, 
sold all the mineral which included the coal at 50 cents, $1 an acre, 
something like that, and today we have wound up with Pittsburgh- 
Consolidated and subsidiaries and other corporations in other areas 
controlling much of that development back there. 

If this area must be developed according to the timetable of out- 
side interests the people in the meantime could suffer and this legisla- 
tion, as I see it here, will have a great bearing and will enable the 
Army engineers to justify projects where otherwise the projects may 
not be justified under present law. 

Mr. Perxrns. Senator, I think I will just ask unanimous consent 
to insert in the record in lieu of the statement I have made a prepared 
statement. 

Senator Kerr. That will be fine. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 
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STATEMENT oF Hon. Cart D. PERKINS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE or KENTUCKY 


Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I appear here this morning in 
support of the Kerr bill, similar to the one that I introduced in the House of 
Representatives, H. R. 4818. 

The basic provision of the bill is to improve the benefit-cost ratio by counting 
potential recreational benefits up to 15 percent of the total cost of the project. 
Such benefits would be computed on the basis of $1 per person on the estimated 
number of visitors annually. This figure is much less than experience has 
proven would be fed into the local eeonomy by the tourist trade. As an illustra- 
tion, I would like to cite just what has taken place in the Dewey Reservoir area 
in the Seventh Congressional District in Kentucky over the past few years: 





1953 1954 1955 1956 


Rewte 3 ses. iL Re eee 400 320 433 530 
Ditteae , 3 oi sii. iis Oh ss eat eae 437, 000 532, 000 664, 385 510,312 





In 1944 and 1945 there were approximately 8 million licensed fishermen; in 
1954 and 1955 there were almost 19 million. It follows that, as our economy 
expands, leisure time increases and population grows, it will be necessary to 
provide more and more water suitable for recreational use. Furthermore, last 
summer 64,000 boats were licensed for operation on Army engineers reservoirs, 
and the number is growing annually. 

The only limitation in the proposed legislation is that the recreational program. 
should not conflict with the major purposes of the project, such as flood control, 
navigation, ete. I see no reason for such a conflict on our streams in eastern 
Kentucky, and perhaps there would be very little conflict, if any, in the country 
as a whole. I have always held fast to the belief that the engineers should 
take into consideration in making their economic justification future benefits 
resulting from industry that would come into the area as a certainty after making 
streams navigable. 

I would like to present for the record a letter that I forwarded to the Army 
engineers on this particular point on April 10, 1954. Also, I would like to make 
a part of the record a letter that I wrote to the Army engineers on February 4, 
1957, and their reply of February 18, 1957. 

As I understand, this legislation will have the approval and endorsement of 
the Chief of Army Engineers. If we are to move forward on real comprehensive 
planning and development of water and related land resources, it is most essential 
that all benefits be properly recognized, including recreation. There are perhaps 
as many river miles in the district that I am privileged to represent as any in 
the country. The beauty of these rivers and their tributaries is unexcelled in 
the world. Surveys are now underway from the standpoint of flood control and 
recreation in the Little Sandy-Tygarts Creek area; flood control, navigation, and 
reereation in the Big Sandy area; and the same type of study in the Kentucky 
River Basin. 

Recently I heard a member of the Corps of Engineers make the statement 
that the Kentucky River was the most beautiful river in the world. 

From time to time this area has been faced with the threat to abandon the 
present locks on the Kentucky River—that is, locks 8 through 14. I always 
felt that the threat was inspired by individuals who wanted the Jessamine Dam 
constructed as originally planned, which obstructed navigation above the mouth 
of Jessamine Creek. 

From the outset, I vigorously protested any such action, and I still protest. 
Central Kentucky like eastern Kentucky needs a comprehensive flood-control 
program that will protect all affected areas. A high-level dam constructed 
across the Kentucky River at any navigable point without a lock to permit 
traffic to go up and down the river would have a tremendous impact on the 
whole economy in the upper Kentucky River section. 

My views on this point are well known by the Army engineers becaus I have 
so stated on many occasions. However, the benefits that would flow from the 
passage of this particular legislation from the standpoint of justifying improved 
navigation and reservoirs on the Kentucky River and its tributaries would be 
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amazing. Such benefits from improved navigation on the Kentucky may even 
approach the direct savings in transportation costs. 

Another pertinent example in connection with proposed flood-control reser- 
voirs'in the Seventh Congressional District in Kentucky is the Breaks of the 
Russell Fork of the Big Sandy which would afford tremendous recreational possi- 
bilities if water were available. A bistate park through the cooperation of 
Kentucky and Virginia has been established in this area. The Federal-State 
coordination of recreational potential such as this bill provides would well 
justify within itself a reservoir in the Breaks area aside from the benefits 
that would accrue from the flood-control aspect. 

Since the Federal water projects have become so important to the increasing 
needs of recreation, it seems to me that the time has come for a revision in the 
Federal law so as to at least recognize the great economic value of these recrea- 
tional benefits and increase the opportunity for their development. 

Under the present law the value of the recreation benefits expected from water 
projects cannot be counted in computing the economic justification. Further- 
more, there is insufficient provision for a full development of recreational oppor- 
tunities to insure water usage and greater economic benefits to the area. 

As i referred to above, in eastern Kentucky, the Big Sandy, Kentucky, Licking 
and Little Sandy Rivers provide some of the most beautiful, soul-satisfying, and 
splendid scenery as a background for recreation and rest as exist in this entire 
country. 

Passage of this legislation before the completion of some of these surveys in 
the area that I am privileged to represent, as well as other areas in the country, 
and before advance planning gets underway in areas where surveys are now near 
completion, will redound to the benefit of the people in this country. 

Also, I am hopeful that the passage of this legislation will be of great assistance 
to the Army Engineers in justifying more reservoirs in areas that have suffered 
from disastrous floods over a period of years. 
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APRIL 10, 1954. 
Brig. Gen. E. C. IrscHNER, 
Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works, 
Department of the Army, Washington, D. C. 

Drar, GENERAL ItscHNER: During the course of my discussions of flood contro] 
and navigation projects in Eastern Kentucky, repeated references have been made 
to the benefits-cost ratios. While these discussions have been more than friendly, 
and you have made every effort to cooperate, I cannot agree with the formula 
for computing this benefit-cost ratio. In the first place, no consideration is given 
to the: value of industrial water which normally becomes available upon the 
construction of a reservoir. In the Kentucky and Big Sandy River valleys this 
is one of the major items that should be given full consideration in computing the 
benefits of any reservoir to be built in the headwaters of these valleys. 

The second problem is the failure of the Army Engineers to give full con- 
sideration to future economic developments that can come only after the con- 
struction of flood prevention and water conservation reservoirs. It appears to me 
that in general no consideration is given such factors unless plans are submitted 
covering a definite project such as a pulpwood plant proposal by an individual 
firm. There would undoubtedly be several such plants in the Kentucky and Big 
Sandy valleys if an adequate flow of industrial water were available. 

The people of this area feel that full consideration should be given to the 
potential industrial development that must await the construction of flood- 
control and water conservation dams, even though exact estimates as to the 
value of these plants cannot be obtained prior to the development. 

I urge you to give careful consideration to the revision of your formula of com- 
puting benefit-cost ratios to include these two important factors. I am sure that 
if. preper consideration is given these factors, the benefit-cost ratio of the reser- 
voir system and the navigation systems in the Kentucky and Big Sandy Rivers 
would show a much more favorable benefit-cost ratio. 


Sincerely yours, 


Cart D. PERKINS, M. C. 





i 
| 
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CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HovusE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., February 4, 1957. 
Brig. Gen. J. L. PERSON, 
Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works, 
Office of the Chief of Engineers, Department of the Army, 
Washington, D. 0. 

Dear GENERAL PERSON: As you know, the most devastating flood on record 
recently brought about damages running into the hundreds of. millions on the 
Big Sandy River. This clearly demonstrates the need for upstream reservoirs. 
Thousands of homes were flooded alone in the Pikeville area, Upstream reser- 
voirs in this area are a must. Thousands of people were flooded out of their 
homes in Johnson, Martin, and Lawrence Counties. Reservoirs in their area 
economically justified beyond any doubt. This statement to me is elementary. 

There is no earthly reason why recreational benefits should not be considered 
from the standpoint of determining an economically justified project. The beauty 
of the world lies in this area and recreational benefits are not speculative. 
This also points up the need for alternate transportation system into the area— 
canalization of the Big Sandy River. 

I have always felt that the corps should consider benefits that will accrue as a 
result of industry that a permanent improvement of this nature will bring into 
the area. I have discussed this subject with the corps in previous letters. I 
certainly intend to introduce legislation authorizing the corps to consider recrea- 
tional benefits. There is no logic against considering the inclusion of such 
benefits, to my way of thinking. Twenty years ago when we had the flood in the 
Qhio, many improvements were made, and as a result every one of those improve- 
ments, from the standpoint of flood control, has paid for itself many times. 
I know the corps has a terrific problem in this area. The future of this area 
will largely depend upon your determinations when you make this report public 
on or before next July 30. I hope that other local flood control protection 
projects will also be recommended in your report. 

I.want you to know that I intend to cooperate with you in every respect because 
I am hopeful that by closely working with the corps, we will be able to bring a 
system of permanent improvements from the standpoint of flood control and 
navigation into the Big Sandy Valley region which will prevent any such devas- 
tating recurrences in the years that lie ahead. 

Sincerely yours, 
Cart D. PERKINS, M. C. 


FEBRUARY 18, 1957. 
Hon. Cart D. PERKINS, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Deak Mk, PERKINS: Reference is made to your letter of February 4, 1957, con- 
cerning the evaluation of recreational benefits in analyzing reservoir projects in 
the Big Sandy River Basin, and expressing your interest in defining national 
policy on inclusion of recreational benefits in justification of projects. 

I greatly appreciate knowing your views on the part of recreation in justifying 
water resource development, and of your intention to introduce legislation on 
the matter. You probably know of S. 1164 recently introduced by Senator Kerr 
for this purpose. 

Authority to provide for recreational use of reservoir areas was originally 
provided by section 4 of the Flood Control Act approved December 22, 1944. In 
carrying out the provisions of that authority, the Corps of Engineers during the 
planning of authorized projects prepares master plans fer the management and 
development of the reservoir area for all beneficial uses, including recreational 
and fish and wildlife management, to obtain the maximum sustained. public 
benefits, These master plans are prepared and carried out with the cooperation 
and assistance of all interested State and local agencies. ‘The corps has provided 
many facilities of direct recreational benefit such as access roads, parking areas, 
drinking water, boat launching ramps, sanitary facilities, picnic and camping 
areas. State and local governmental agencies have undertaken the development 
of public recreational facilities and the management of fish and wildlife. Addi- 
tional facilities such as overnight and vacation accommodations, restaurants, 
boat docks and boat rental services, and supplies for the visiting public have 
been provided by concessionaires under lease agreements. 


90257—57——6 
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It may be noted that the above authorization for recreational development is 
on the basis that recreation is a collateral use of projects which have been justi- 
fied and built for other primary purposes. Recreational benefits, however, are 
becoming increasingly important and recognized. Projects constructed hy the 
Corps of Engineers should continue to be built primarily in response to firm re- 
quirements for flood control and navigation. The Chief of Engineers, however, 
considers that the recreational benefits should be taken into account in project 
planning. In order that this may be accomplished, there is a need for legislation 
which will clarify how far the Federal Government should go with respect to 
including recreation as one of the purposes to be served by its water resources 
development projects. Such legislation might well specify the extent to which 
Federal and non-Federal interests should participate in project costs allocated to 
recreational purposes. It seems proper that the Federal Government preserve 
and make available the basic recreational potentiality. State and local govern- 
ments, on the other hand, might reasonably be responsible for the cost of snecific 
recreational improvements in the reservoir area, the management of public rec- 
reational uses, and should furnish any necessary water rights which might be 
required to maintain reservoir pools for recreational use. 

The recreational use of reservoir projects constructed by the Corps of Engineers 
for other primary purposes has far exceeded anything that was anticipated only 
a few years ago. This extensive use has been achieved with only a relatively 
small amount of additional Federal funds over that required for the primary 
purposes and has only been possible with the cooperative efforts of many State 
and local agencies concerned. Much more still remains to be done, however, as 
indicated by you. I wish to assure you that the Corps of Engineers will continue 
its efforts to provide for recreational use of reservoir areas under its jurisdiction 
to the maximum extent possible, consistent with legislative authorities and funds 
appropriated for that purpose. 

I shall be pleased to discuss this matter with you at any time. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. L. Person, 
Brigadier General, USA, Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Worke. 


Senator Kerr. We want to thank you for your statement and T want 
to say to you that I think it is very pertinent to the question before us 
and tothe situation generally. 

Mr. Perkins. Thank you. 

Senator Kerr. Mr. Harry Woodward, South Dakota State forester. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, if I might, I would like to say to you 
that Mr. Woodward is our State forester in South Dakota, very well 
respected. It happens that his father attended the same college that 
I did and I was sort of an understudy for the position which his father 
took on the football team and succeeded in that position there; his 
mother was my classmate in high school, so I both by reason of my 
acquaintance with his father which was at one end of the State and 
my acquaintance with his mother at the other end of the State I feel 
a very deep personal interest in the young man before you. 

He is a graduate forester, he served in World War II with distinc- 
tion, he returned to our State, and is presently engaged in one of the 
most constructive programs for recreational development and con- 
servation, development of tree growing, and things related to that 
than anything that we have had in our entire history. 

Senator Kerr. Well, that is fine. I want to say this, Senator, that 
either you are a very young associate of his father and mother or else 
you look very young for what your age evidently is. [Laughter. ] 

All right, Mr. Woodward. 
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STATEMENT OF HARRY R. WOODWARD, STATE FORESTER, SOUTH 
DAKOTA DEPARTMENT OF GAME, FISH, AND PARKS, PIERRE, 
S. DAK. 


Mr. Woopwarp. Well, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
after that introduction I am somewhat at a loss, perhaps, what to say. 
But I am appearing here today in regard to S. 1164 and also S. 1221, 
which are very similar bills. And these bills provided for Federal 
participation in the recreational development on Federal reservoirs. 

South Dakota lies in the heart of the Missouri River Basin, and 
when: the water-developed projects.of the basin are completed, we will 
have four large reservoirs on the mainstem of the Missouri River and 
several smaller reservoirs on the tributaries. On the main-stem res- 
ervoirs alone, we will have 400,000 acres of water surface and 2,600 
miles of shoreline under normal operating conditions. 

These reservoirs are long and narrow, covering about 400 miles 
of the natural river. They have tremendous recreational potential, 
but they are relatively worthless recreationwise unless they are prop- 
erly and adequately developed. 

South Dakota realized in providing the locations for these Federal 
projects that the downstream States will benefit through flood contro] 
and navigation. It is also obvious that power distribution is going 
to many States. Irrigation values may develop which will benefit 
our State considerably, but recreation, if adequately developed, prom- 
ises to be the greatest benefit South Dakota may receive from these 
resenvoirs.. South Dakotans were sold on these reservoirs on the basis 
of their recreational value. 

However, since several reservoirs have now been completed in 
our State, experience shows that the Federal Government is not pro- 
viding for the development of recreational facilities. 

We are now told that recreation on these reservoirs is not of 
national significance and hence cannot be a Federal responsibility. 
The Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation have provided 
some minimum facilities, but these installations have been made at a 
very few areas and a great deal of work remains to be done. 

As an example of our problem, I should like to point to the Fort 
Randall Reservoir, an 80,000-acre lake that has been in operation for 
S years. The lake ts virtually maccessible by all-weather roads except 
at the dam and at one road near the upstream end of the reservoir. 
There are less than a dozen rental boats on the lake and no well- 
developed docks, in spite of the fact that Fort Randall now supports 
some of the finest sauger, bass, catfish, and crappie fishing 1n the 
United States. Unfortunately, unless these fish are adequately har- 
vested, the biologists promise that this fish population will gradually 
degenerate. 

Mr. Chairman, I have some pictures here. Before I go into the 
next paragraph I would like to pass these around to the committee; 
they are pictures of some of the reservoirs and some of the develop- 
ment as we see they pertain to this legislation [handing photographs 
to the committee]. As I see the picture there are three important 
phases of the development on the reservoirs. First of all we need 
these recreational facilities now, but first of all we must have all- 
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weather aceess roads in order to open up the recreation areas so that 
we can get some recreational use. 

In the second stage we need development of public facilities includ- 
ing parking areas, picnic facilities, tree planting, swimming beaches, 
wells, boat-launching ramps, sanitary facilities, and boat docks and 
perhaps other types of recreational facilities. 

After these developments are completed it will be a relatively easy 
matter to induce private capital to provide lodging facilities, res- 
taurants, and other recreational services on a concession basis. ‘These 
things should all be done while the fishing potential is at its present 
high level. 

n Tennessee, I understand, 25 million persons annually visit the 
reservoirs that were constructed under the TVA program. Public and 
private development there has invested an estimated $48 million in the 
recreational plant where 8,000 visitors can be accommodated overnight 
and 35,000 boats are in use. While we do not have the population to 
expect the magnitude of use that Tennessee has seen, we could easily 
expect that a ten to twenty million dollar investment in recreational 
facilities would be justified, and could expect an annual visitation 
of five to ten million persons. 

Realizing that we now have 214 million tourists who have little or 
no opportunity to use these reservoirs because of lack of access and 
facilities and realizing that our tourist travel promises to grow con- 
siderably in the next few years, the State of South Dakota through the 
department of game, fish, and parks is in the process of leasing reser- 
voir lands from the Federal Government for recreational and wildlife 
purposes. We want to develop, operate, and maintain recreational 
facilities on these reservoirs for the benefit of South Dakotans and 
their visitors. 

However, it is beyond the realm of reality that South Dakota could 
finance the initial developments necessary to put these lakes in opera- 
tion for full recreation use. We think that these facilities should be 
constructed as soon as the dam is completed, and that the Federal 
Government has a responsibility to provide these facilities on all 
Federal reservoirs. We believe that we can provide most of the effort 
and funds needed to administer recreation on the reservoirs if the 
Federal Government will provide for the initial construction of 
facilities. 

There has been much discussion about this problem and methods 
to correct it. It appears that both S. 1164 and S. 1221 answer the 
things that we wish to see accomplished. We do feel that wildlife 
development should be included in any legislation that is passed. 

We think that these bills provide the things we are interested in 
because they place a responsibility on the Corps of Engineers and the 
Bureau of Reclamation to plan for and develop recreational facilities 
on the reservoir. 

In the past the responsibility for recreational development has been 
a rather nebulous thing that actually no agency had primarily the 
responsibility to do. 

n the second place, this legislation develops a formula by which 
funds ean be allocated for recreation purposes. This formula has had 
considerable discussion by the committee already and I would only 
comment there that I think it is desirable that we do have a formula. 
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In the third place, this legislation provides that recreational costs 
shall be nonreimbursable, 

As I understand it, in the past existing statutes have prevented the 
Bureau of Reclamation from investing money in recreational develop- 
ment because of the reimbursable features of that. 

In other words, the irrigation users were having to pay for any 
recreational development that was made on Bureau of Reclamation 
dams. 

And fourth, this legislation provides for cooperation with State 
and local governments. We are extremely interested in this phase 
of the legislation because we are very much in the middle of de- 
veloping cooperation between the Bureau of Reclamation and the: 
Corps of Engineers. I would like to say here that our relationship 
with the corps and with the Bureau has been excellent. We have 


‘disagreed with them, we have been dissatisfied with the fact that 


they did not have adequate Federal funds to develop recreational 
facilities as we would like to see them. 

In the fifth place, this legislation provides the opportunity for 
building aceess roads, and I hope that my assumption Is right there: 
that the authority for building access roads is clear and concise be- 
cause that is a very important feature of this whole problem. 

For these reasons we strongly urge that this committee support this 
measure and the principles set forth in it. 

Further, we urge that the committee support appropriations that 
will activate the provisions of the bill. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Mr. Woodward. 

Are there questions ? 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, just 1 or 2 points which Mr. Wood- 
ward has mentioned I would like to develop if I might. 

You referred to minimum facilities—that the Army engineers 
said they were providing minimum facilities. Could you elaborate 
a little bit on that? What are they providing and what do you think 
should be regarded as the minimum ¢ 

Mr. Woopwarp. The minimum facilities as they speak of them are 
the facilities, I think, that I have mentioned here on page 2 in the 
third paragraph there, parking areas, picnic shelters, swimming 
beaches, wells, boat-launching ramps, and sanitary facilities. I have 
no question about the definition of “minimum facilities” as it has been 
used with the Corps of Engineers and also the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion, but in my opinion they have not reached the minimum of 
facilities that should be installed on these reservoirs. 

There have only been a very few spots on the reservoirs where 
they have put in any facilities at all. 

Senator Case. I noticed that on Fort Randall you point out that 
is an 80,000-acre lake. It has been in operation for 3 years, but it is 
virtually inaccessible by all-weather roads except the key points? 

Mr. Woopwarp. That is correct; and the recreation developments, 
these minimum facilities at Fort Randall have been constructed at 
only essentially one area—right at the dam, below the dam, a little 
above the dam. 

I think they have a parking area and boat ramp at one other point; 
that is about all that has been done. 

Senator Cast. What have they said with respect to their responsi- 
bility or their authority to do any more? 
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Mr. Woopwarp. The Corps of Engineers admit that they do have 
authority to construct minimum facilities, but as far as I know they 
have not had the funds to construct enough of those facilities to do 
the job. 

Bendtor Case. Have they taken or bought enough land around the 
lake to protect the recreational values of the lake from private or 
commercial exploitation ? 

Mr. Woopwarp. The present policy of the corps and the Bureau 
does not permit them to consider recreational values, and in the case 
of the Gavins Point Reservoir we had a very serious problem there 
that has not yet been solved. The corps did not acquire sufficient land 
to protect the public need around that reservoir. 

enator Casr. Well, is it your thought that the facilities, such as 
motels or amusement facilities of one sort or another, that those should 
be developed by the public or, rather, that the Government should 
acquire the land and put in what you might call public facilities by 
lease or make available for private development some of the sort of 
secondary recreational or amusement things? 

Mr. Woopwarp. We feel that those should be constructed with pri- 
vate capital, and, in fact, at the Gavins Point Reservoir you noticed 
one picture here of the boat basin; this boat basin is under lease to 
us at the present time and we have just recently submitted or made 
a contract with the concessionaire for a 20-year lease, and that con- 
cessionaire will build up, with his own capital, complete boating facili- 
ties and complete restaurant facilities at that site. 

Senator Case. But under that lease arrangement it permits the State 
— of game, fish, and parks to have some standards of con- 
tro 

Mr. Woopwarp (interposing). We have complete supervision of the 
development. 

Senator Case. You do have that ? 

Mr. Woopwarp. That is right. And then, of course, we are getting 
some revenue ; it amounts to around 7 or 8 percent of the gross. 

Senator Case. But you think that that protects the public interest 
better than if you were just to let the land be.sold or acquired by 

rivate individuals without any supervision of the character or estab- 
ishment of standards for the facilities offered ? 

Mr. Woopwarp. I think it is necessary to do it this way. Private 
development too close to the lakeshore without any controls or zoning 
would be a very poor arrangement. 

Senator Casz. Now, you said that you leased this. Does that indi- 
cate a working arrangement at the present time between the State 
department of fish, game, and parks, and the Corps of Engineers ? 

Mr. Woopwarp. Yes; we have a 25-year lease with the Corps of 
Engineers on that area, and we are operating and administering that 
area for recreation at this time. 

There are some facilities there; there are a few picnic tables and 
garbage cans. Then the facility at the boat basin has been leased 
to this private concessionaire. 

Senator Casr. Did the engineers build the boat basin ? 

Mr. Woopwarp. They built the boat basin. 

Senator Case. That is part of the minimum facilities? 
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Mr. Woopwarp. That is right. That is one of the minimum fa- 
cilities that they have provided and that boat basin is a very fine 
facility. 

Senator Case. Do you have any leasing or cooperative arrangements 
with either the Bureau of Reclamation or the Federal Fish and Wild- 
life Service / 

“Mr. Woopwarp. We have both. With the Bureau of Reclamation 
we have under lease the Angostura and the Shade Hill Reservoir and 
in those we have taken over the entire acreage that the Federal Gov- 
ernment purchased in connection with those reservoirs and we operate 
those lands for recreation and for wildlife purposes. 

Senator Hruska. Are they under lease to private individuals or are 
they for concession ? 

Mr. Woopwarp. Well, we have concession leases and we also have 
portions of them under agricultural lease and portions of them are 
devoted to public use areas, picnic areas, and swimming beaches, 

Senator Casz. You spoke of the 400,000 acres of water surface and 
2,600 miles of shoreline, is that just on the Missouri River program 
alone? 

“Mr. Woopwarp. That is right. 

Senator Casr. Is the State in a position to protect the public in- 
terest private exploitation on benefit of that much shoreline? 

Mr. Woopwarp. We are in position to do that if the Federal Gov- 
ernment will acquire adequate lands around the shoreline and through 
cooperative agreements I am sure that the public interest can be pro- 
tected there. But, I do feel that the Corps of Engineers especially 
needs more authority to acquire lands that have recreational values. 
We have had some very difficult problems with them in relation to 
this Gavins Point Reservoir and lands that the corps agreed were 
needed and that we agreed, the local people agreed, were needed, but 
they felt they did not. have the authority to purchase them. As a result 
those lands are in private ownership and no doubt will end up in pri- 

vate development that may be of disadvantage to the public interest. 
They have not at this time because the reservoir has only been in 
operation 1 year. 

Senator Casr. In general, though, you would say that the attitude 
of the State Department is one of cooperation and—both with the 
Bureau and the corps that you want to work together provided you are 
given the tools to do so? 

Mr. Woopwarp. That is right; we are very anxious to work with 
both of those agencies; our legislature has been, I believe, generous 
in allowing an ‘appropriation sufficient to help carry our end of the 
program. “But, I do not think that we will be in a position, we will 
ever be in a position to provide all of the funds needed to develop 
these areas. 

Senator Casr. We have one of these lakes that you mentioned, this 
Lewis and Clark Lake behind the Gavins Point Reservoir. Senator 
Hruska and I were talking about that recently. Those are shared by 
South Dakota and Nebraska. We were wonderi ing how you handle 
that problem with fishing licenses when you get out ona lake that rests 
on the lands of both States. 

Mr. Woopwarp. We have a reciprocal agreement on that, fishing 
licenses of both States are recognized. 
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Senator Case. On that lake? 

Mr. Woopwarp. On the water surface. 

Senator Hruska. And that is by agreement between the Nebraska 
department and your own, is it not? 

r. Woopwarp. That is right. 

Senator Hruska. Have you run into any trouble administering that 
at all? 

Mr. Woopwarp. No, I do not think there has been any trouble. 
Hunting is a little different. Hunting has been set up on a State-line 
basis and the hunting licenses are only recognized on each side of a 
more or less imaginery line now that it is under water, but actually I 
do not think they have too much difficulty on that. 

Senator Hruska. In connection with bank fishing, for example, just 
still fishing, a man with a South Dakota license can go over and sit 
on the Nebraska bank and cast his line in the water and not be dis- 
turbed ? 

Mr. Woopwarp. No, if he stays in his boat he can go over and be 
all right. 

Senator Kerr. He can cast to the shore from the boat ? 

Mr. Woopwarp. That is right, and vice versa. 

Senator Neusercer. Mr. Woodward, I would like to ask several 
questions if I can. 

I am inclined to favor these bills but I just have several questions I 
would like to have you answer. 

Because you are in conservation work these questions are par- 
ticularly pertinent. You have national forests in South Dakota, do 
you not? 

Mr. Woopwarp. Yes. 

Senator Neusercer. A good many of the reservoirs which are creat- 
ed in the Pacific Northwest lie within national forests, even though the 
works are built by the Army engineers, the Bureau of Reclamation, I 
do not know whether that is true of South Dakota or not, but this leads 
me up to my inquiries. 

It has been my feeling that the Forest Service does a very outstand- 
ing job in the field of recreation. I am somewhat concerned over the 
fact that where the reservoirs are impounded within the borders of 
national forests that the Army engineers and the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion should then take over the recreational responsibilty from the 
Forest Service. I am in no way criticizing the Army engineers or the 
Bureau of Reclamation but both of them, it seems to me, actually have 
less experience in the field of recreation than the Forest Service which 
has about 153 national forests and has been responsible for a great 
deal of recreational activity within them, whereas the Bureau of 
Reclamation exists primarily to impound and conserve water for 
irrigating land and the Army engineers to prevent floods and improve 
navigation, and so on. 

What would you think about where a reservoir is created in a na- 
tional forest, do you think the Forest Service should have charge of 
the recreation facilities around that reservoir or that the Government 
agency which has erected the dam which made the area possible should 
have charge of those recreational facilities? Have you given that 
any thought, Mr. Woodward ? 

Mr. Woopwarp. Yes, sir; I believe the Forest Service should have 
that basic responsibility and in South Dakota we do have a couple of 
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reservoirs that have been completed wholly. withimside a national 
forest. In that case we have not.entered inte the picture, the recrea- 
tioal responsibilities on those reservoirs has been ition with the For- 
est Service and I think that is a very. workable solution. 

Basically speaking I think that. the For ‘est. Service or some, other 
agency of Government which is charged with, basic recreational re- 
sponsibility should be in charge of the long range operation of. recrea- 
tional facilities. I do think that the Bureau,of Reclamation and the 
corps Aas a comet agency should make the initial developments 
and then turn those over to States or to the Forest Service. or other 
comparable agencies. 

Senator Neupercer. W ell, it had been my feeling, I want to.say I 
am certainly in general agreement with the purpose of the bill that 
Senator Kerr and Senator Monroney. have. introduced and,also the 
one that your distinguished Senator from your.own State, has intro- 
duced, Senator Case, but I have had that fear that.the Forest Service 
might be deprived of recreation responsibility in some, very, im- 
portant parts of the national forest a that, has been the only feeling 
I have had about it. 

Senator Casr. Will the Senator yield ¢ 

Senator Neupercer. Certainly, 

Senator Casr. I might say that a couple of incidents brought, that 
to my attention and yesterday I asked the clerk of the committee. to 
ask the Department of Agriculture or the Forest Service to be repre- 
sented and to come before the committee; im fact, I see, Mr. Sieker 
who is in charge of the Division of. Lands and Recreation, Forest 
Service, sitting in the audience, here, and: I think the point. is one 
that the committee should consider. 

Senator Nevpercer. That was the reason I put. the. question to 
somebody as versed in conservation and resource work as. Mr. Wood- 
ward is. I felt it was a proper question to him also, because. your 
State has national forests as well as impounding, works. 

Senator Casr. I would like to,say I, did not, diseuss this, with Mr. 
Woodward, I purposely refrained from interjecting because. I wanted 
to.see what his answer would-be on that. I have not discussed this 
particular matter with him, but it is true that, we do have a couple of 
dams that are wholly within national forests but in that case I think 
they were constructed by the Bureau of Reclamation rather than the 
Corps of Engineers. Pactola and Deerfield. 

Mr. Woopwarp. That is right, and I am sure in both of those cases 
that recreational facilities were constructed and I believe in that 
case that the Bureau of Reclamation transferred funds to the Forest 
Service for the purpose of making that initial development, and, I 
think that is a good arrangement. 

Senator Nreupercer. I want to thank you for your very good state- 
ment. It was fine. 

Mr. Woopwarp. Thank you. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, Mr. Woodward. 

Mr. Rising of Montana; give us your title, Mr, Rising, and we will 
be glad to have your statement. You have copies of your statement? 

Mr. Ristne. No, sir. 

Senator Kerr. All right, proceed. 


a eT 
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STATEMENT OF E. W. RISING, REPRESENTING THE STATE WATER 
CONSERVATION BOARD OF MONTANA 


Mr. Ristnc. Mr. Chairman, my name is E. W. Rising, I am ap- 
pearing today as the representative of the State Water Conservation 
Board of Montana in support of the objectives of S. 1164. I will also 
offer for the record a number of statements that have been sent to me 
for presentation to the committee in support of S. 1164. 

The people of Montana will not anticipate receiving benefits under 
the provisions of S. 1164 to the extent many other States will enjoy, 
for the reason that Montana already has great natural recreational 
advantages. It is because we enjoy these advantages that we feel quali- 
fied to testify regarding the merits of the proposed legislation. We 
know in Montana how eager people are to visit, not alone the natural 
lakes, streams and forest areas, but also the fine reservoir areas sur- 
rounding Fort Peck, Canyon Ferry, Hungry Horse and other Federal 
reservoirs in Montana. Conveniently located reservoir and recrea- 
tional areas are of particular importance to those people who cannot 
spare the time for a long journey or afford the expenses incident 
thereto. 

I call attention to the fact that Montana is the third largest State in 
area and also that recreation is the third largest business in Montana. 
Montana entertains three million visitors annually. 

A survey made by our State Highway Commission for the year 1953 
placed a value of $80 million on the income in Montana from recrea- 
tional and tourist business. Reliable estimates for 1956 are in excess of 
$100 million, being exceeded only by the value of the agricultural 
and mineral production. 

To further illustrate the recreational advantage of Montana, let 
me call attention to the fact that in addition to great national forest 
areas of over 16 million acres and two national parks—Yellowstone 
and Glacier—within the State, that Montana maintains 14 State parks 
and that within the areas mentioned we have over 1,500 lakes and 
32,000 miles of well-stocked fishing streams. Thus we have the recrea- 
tional areas to entertain the 3 million visitors heretofore mentioned, 
and e equal importance convenient recreational areas for our own 
people. 

In consideration of the statements made we feel fully justified in 
urging this committee to report favorably S. 1164 which will authorize 
the development for recreational purposes of reservoir areas in con- 
nection with all projects for flood control, reclamation, and navigation, 
constructed or under the control of the Secretary of the Army or the 
Secretary of the Department of the Interior. Also in connection with 
the planning of new projects or modifications of such projects to 
evaluate the recreational benefits to be derived therefrom. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Mr. Rising. You say you 
have some statements you want to put into the record ? 

Mr. Ristne. Mr. Chairman, I have about 12 statements which I 
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would like about 10 seconds for each one. 

Senator Kerr. You certainly are welcome to that time. 

Mr. Ristne. A resolution of the Arkansas Basin Development As- 
sociation, Inc., signed by Francis J. Wilson, executive vice president 
who states that the entire membership of the association is in accord 
with the bills introduced by Senator Kerr, and urges its enactment. 
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Mr. Chairman, I offer the resolution for the record. 
Senator Kerr. It will be included in the record. 
(The resolution referred to is as follows :) 


RESOLUTION OF THE ARKANSAS BASIN DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION, INC., Tusa, 
OKLA. 


Whereas Senator Robert S. Kerr of Oklahoma has introduced S. 1164, a bill 
which provides for the evaluation of recreational benefits resulting from the 
construction of reservoirs in connection with any flood control or reclamation 
project as an integral part of the project planning. 

Whereas for many years the recreational benefits of reservoir projects have 
been recognized by both the Federal agencies and the Congress but up to this 
time, no one has been able to agree on the actual monetary value of these benefits. 

Whereas Senator Robert S. Kerr in his bill S. 1164 sets up a reasonable basis 
for establishing the monetary value of recreational benefits: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the entire membership of the Arkansas Basin Development 
Association is in accord with the bill as introduced by Senator Kerr and urges 
its passage upon the Congress of the United States, 

The above resolution was approved at the annual meeting of the association, 
March 8, 1957. 

Francis J. Wiison, 
Eavecutive Vice President. 


Mr. Risinc. Mr. Chairman, I now present the statement of Everett 
T. Winter, executive vice president of the Mississippi Valley As- 
sociation. Mr. Winter states that the inadequacy of present facilities 
to meet the demand of vacationing public is apparent. It must be 
supplemented by accelerated programs for recreational facilities and 
that such facilities should be developed by cooperation of Federal, 
State and local agencies on all reservoirs. The Mississippi Valley 
Association endorses S. 1164. 

Mr. Chairman, I offer the complete statement of Mr. Winter for 
the record. 

Senator Kerr. It will be included in the record. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Everett T. WINTER, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT OF THE 
MISSISSIPPI VALLEY ASSOCIATION 


My name is Everett T. Winter, and I am executive vice. president of the 
Mississippi Valley Association. The Mississippi Valley Association is a non- 
profit organization dedicated to the development, conservation, and proper uses 
of our soil and water resources. 

The Mississippi Valley Association endorses 8. 1164 before this committee 
today for consideration. 

At the 38th annual meeting of the Mississippi Valley Association, held at 
St. Louis on February 10, 11, and 12, 1957, the water resources committee of 
our association, then the resolutions committee of our association, and then 
the entire delegate body, consisting of more than 1,200 registered delegates 
from 29 States and the District of Columbia, without a dissenting vote, put 
into our 1957 platform a plank on recreational benefits that reads as follows: 

“There is need for monetary evaluation of recreational benefits created by 
the construction and operation of reservoir projects under the programs of flood 
control, navigation and reclamation. Further, the evaluation of such benefits 
should be an integral part of the total benefits accruing to such projects and, 
therefore, should be taken into account. Such benefits accrue to the people 
of the Nation and are available to them; therefore, they should be nonreim- 
bursable. The inadequacy of present facilities to meet the demand of the va- 
cationing public is apparent and must be supplemented by accelerated programs 
for recreational facilities, such facilities on all reservoirs should be fully de- 
veloped through cooperation of Federal, State and local agencies.” 

It is our belief that the bill before you, if passed, will supply the need men- 
tioned in our resolution. If we would offer any criticism at all of the bill 
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before you, it would be that we believe it to be a little too conservative. In 
spite of this, I repeat, we endorse the bill wholeheartedly. 


Mr. Ristne. Mr. Chairman, I now present a letter from Mr. George 
L. Crookham, Jr., chairman of the reclamation and irrigation com- 
mittee, 34th Idaho Legislature. 

Mr. Crookham states that the Federal projects in Idaho carry mani- 
fold recreational benefits and it is proper that a bill be submitted so 
that the public may share more fully in the facilities that can be of- 
fered by such works. 

Mr. Chairman, I offer the letter of Mr. Crookham for the record. 

Senator Kerr. It will be included in the record. 

(The letter referred to is as follows: ) 


STaTE OF IDAHO, 
HovuseE oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Boise, Vebruary 19, 1957. 
Mr. Everett V. RIstine, 
1026 Connecticut Avenue NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

Deark Mr. Ristne> This letter is addressed to you in support of Senate bil! 
1164:as submitted by Senators Kerr and Monroney. 

It is the case that the projects of Federal origination in this area do carry 
manifold recreation benefits and it is quite proper that a bill be submitted 
wherein the public may share more fully in the facilities that can be offered by 
such works. 

I endorse the legislation. 

Very truly yours, 
G. L. CrooKHAM, Jr., 
Chairman, Reclamation and Irrigation Committee. 


Mr. Ristnc. Mr. Chairman, I now present the statement of Mr. Art 
Sindt, president of the Headwaters Association of the Lake of the 
Ozarks. Mr. Sindt states that thousands of people in all walks of life 
will use these recreational reservoirs. There is as much justification 
for the Government to accept this recreational benefit as there is that 
business concerns accept the fact that all workers need paid vacations. 
The association supports S. 1164. 

Mr. Chairman, I offer the statement of the Headwaters Association 
of the Ozarks for the record. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, sir; it will be included in the record. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 


HEADWATERS ASSOCIATION OF THE LAKE OF THE OZARKS, 
Warsaw, Mo., March 8, 1987. 
SENATE Pustic Works CoMMITTEE, 
Senate Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: We support Senate bill S. 1164, commonly known as the Kerr 
bill. It certainly makes economic sense to recognize the fact that recreation 
benefits be considered in determining cost ratios of public reservoirs. 

In our area we are currently engaged in an effort to obtain planning money 
for the approved Kaysinger Dam. The new lake created by this dam will be only 
80 miles from the Kansas City area. Thousands of people from all walks of 
life will use these waters and Ozark hills for recreation that they most certainly 
need and are entitled to. There is as much justification for the Government to 
openly accept this recreation and relaxation benefit at its face value as does 
the Government and all business concerns accept the fact that all workers need 
regular paid vacations. 

We earnestly hope that the committee sees fit to act favorably on bill S. 1164. 

Sincerely, 


Art Sinpt, President. 
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Mr. Ristne. Mr. Chairman, I present the statement of Mr. Curtis 
B. Mateer, chairman of the Missouri River development committee of 
the Pierre Chamber of Commerce. He states that our interest lies in 
the provision for evaluating recreational benefits in connection with 
the construction of water projects. We feel that the Corps of Engi- 
neers and the Bureau of Reclamation should be authorized to under- 
take construction required to develop these values. The committee 
favors enactment of S. 1164. 

Mr. Chairman, I offer the statement of Mr. Mateer for the record. 

Senator Kerr. It will be included in the record. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 


Pierre, 8. DaK., March 8, 1957. 
E. R. R1srNea, 
1028 Connecticut Avenue, 
Washington, D. 0. 


Dear Sir: In connection with hearings on 8S. 1164, to be held by the Senate 
Public Works Committee, will you please submit the following statement on 
behalf of the Missouri River development committee of the Pierre Chamber of 
Commerce : 

The Pierre Chamber of Commerce, acting through its Missouri River develop- 
ment committee, favors the enactment of 8, 1164. 

Our interest in this legislation lies particularly in its provision for the evalua- 
tion of recreational benefits in connection with construction of water projects 
primarily for other purposes; and in the authorization of construction ¢caleu- 
lated to develop recreational facilities. We feel that the recreational benefits 
in connection with authorized construction of flood-control reservoirs on the 
Missouri River in South Dakota have high potential value. We also feel that 
such agencies as the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation should 
be authorized to undertake construction required to develop these values. This 
is particularly true in the matter of construction of access roads required to 
make it possible for the publie to reach the reservoirs, onee they are constructed 
and in operation. 

Very truly yours, 
Curtis B. MATEER, 
Chairman, Missouri River Development Committee, 
Pierre Chamber of Commerce. 


Mr. Risine. Mr. Chairman, I present the statement of the Missouri- 
Arkansas Basins Flood Control and Conservation Association, Presi- 
dent. William J. Calvert states: That in the resolution adopted at their 
recent annual meeting in Kansas City, Kans., September 14 and 15, 
1956, the association is on record to bring to reality the full potential 
benefits, feasible from an engineering and economic standpoint, of 
flood control, irrigation, domestic, municipal; recreational, and water 
supplies in the area. The association urges favorable action on S. 1164. 

Mr. Chairman, I offer the statement of the association for the record. 

Senator Kerr. It will be included in the record. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 

MIssSOURI-ARKANSAS BASINS FLOOD CONTROL 
AND CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION, 
Lexington, Mo., March 9, 1957. 


SENATE Purnic WorKs COMMITTEE, 
Washington, D. C.: 


STATEMENT 


Missouri-Arkansas Basins Flood Control and Conservation Association is com- 
posed of 19 member associations, who represent some 10,000 individuals and their 
families in Missouri, Kansas, and Iowa who are vitally concerned with flood 
control and the conservation of soil'and water in the Missouri River Basin and 
the Arkansas River.Basin and their tributaries. 
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Senate bill 1164 is important in the fair evaluation of recreational benefits in 
the multipurpose dams that are under construction in our area and that will be 
built during the completion of the coordinated and comprehensive flood-control 
plan. 

Our section of the Midwest is increasingly aware of the financial benefits of 
recreational areas, in addition to the cultural needs of our own groWing popula- 
tion. Our association stated in resolutions adopted at the recent annual meeting 
in Kansas City, Kans., September 14 and 15, 1956: “* * * to bring into reality the 
full potential benefits, feasible from an engineering and economic standpoint, of 
flood control, irrigation, domestic, municipal, recreational, and water supplies 
in this area * * *,” 

The increasing local value of recreational areas should be fairly assessed in 
determining the cost-benefit ratios of the multipurpose dams that are projected 
in Missouri, Kansas, Iowa, and our association respectfully urges favorable 
action on Senate bill 1164. 

WILLIAM G. CAtvert, President. 


Mr. Risine. Mr. Chairman, I present the statement of the Kansas 
Missouri Council of the Mississippi Valley Association. President 
Charles T. Daniels states: It is of great interest to the citizens of the 
lower Missouri Valley that S. 1164, the Kerr bill, be passed, and its 
provisions become the policy of the Federal Government in the evalua- 
tion and development of the recreational benefits around multiple- 
purpose reservoirs. Federal policy should be such that in the develop- 
ment of reservoirs every recreational aspect should be developed. The 
association strongly recommends enactment of S. 1164. 

Mr. Chairman, I offer the statement of the Missouri-Kansas coun- 
cil for the record. 

Senator Kerr. It will be included in the record. 

(The letter referred to is as follows :) 


KANSAS-MIssoURI CoUNCIL, 
MISSISSIPPT VALLEY ASSOCIATION, 
Missour!I River DrvistIon, 
Kansas City, Mo., March 8, 1957. 
Senator Rozert S. Kerr, 
Public Works Committee, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR Kerr: It is of great interest to the citizens of the lower Mis- 
souri Valley that S. 1164, the Kerr bill, be passed and that its provisions become 
the policy of the Federal Government in the evaluation and development of 
recreational benefits around multiple-purpose reservoirs. 

That there isa growing need for such evaluation and development is be- 
coming increasingly apparent. Within driving range of the Kansas:‘City metro- 
politan area, the relatively few reservoir recreational facilities are becoming 
increasingly crowded. This situation will accelerate as shorter working hours 
and improved standards of living provide increased vacation time for this com 
munity’s population. 

In the lower Missouri Basin, on the Osage, the Kansas, the Platte, and other 
streams, numerous flood-control reservoirs are contemplated. The recreational 
value of these reservoirs should certainly be considered in determining the 
final ratio of benefits to cost. Further, Federal policy should be such that in 
the development of these reservoirs, every possible recreational aspect should 
be developed so long as there is no interference with the primary purposes for 
which the reservoirs are constructed. 

We, therefore, strongly recommend to the Public Works Committee of the 
Senate and to the entire body that the bill, S. 1164, which you have introduced, 
be favorably considered. 

Yours very truly, 
CHARLES T. DANIELS, President. 


Mr. Ristnc. Mr. Chairman, I present the statement of the Nebraska- 
Towa Council of the Mississippi Valley Association. President 
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George G. Barker states: The recognition of recreational benefits in 
the planning: of multiple-purpose reservoirs is becoming increasingly 
important in the present-day American life. The provisions of the 
Kerr bill should become the policy of the Federal Government. The 
association urges the passage of the bill by the Congress. 

Mr. Chairman, I submit the the statement for the record. 

Senator Kerr. It will be included in the record. 

(The letter referred to is as follows :) 


NEBRASKA-IOWA COUNCIL, 
MISSISSIPPI VALLEY ASSOCIATION, 
Missour!I River Division, 
Omaha, Nebr., March 8, 1957. 
SENATE PuBLIC WorKs COMMITTEE, 
United States Capitol, Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: The Nebraska-Iowa Council of this association, which consists 
of business and agricultural leaders in the central Missouri Basin, including 
the Omaha-Council Bluffs area, strongly urges favorable action by Congress on 
S. 1164 known as the Kerr bill. 

The recognition of recreational benefits in the planning of multiple-purpose 
reservoir projects is, in fact, the recognition of an economic factor which has 
existed for many years and which is becoming increasingly important in present- 
day American life. Since it is ipso facto true that recreation benefits do exist 
in the development of reservoir projects, any policy of the Federal Government 
which refuses to recognize those benefits and to give credence to them is short- 
sighted. 

In our opinion, the provisions of the Kerr bill should become the policy of the 
Federal Government. We respectfully urge its passage by Congress. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Grorce G. Barker, President. 


Mr. Ristne. Mr. Chairman, I present the statement of Wilham J. 


Hull on behalf of the Ohio Valley Development Association. Mr. 
Hull states that the purpose of his remarks is to advise the committee 
of the association’s endorsement. of S. 1164. The proposed legislation 
will provide concrete recognition to the great public values of recrea- 
tional opportunities afforded by flood control, n: ivigation, and recla- 
mation projects. The associ: ition urges approval of S. 1164. 

Mr. Chairman, I offer the statement of Mr. Hull for the record. 

Senator Kerr. It will be included in the record. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM J. HuLL 


My name is William J. Hull. I reside in Washington, D. C. I am chairman 
of the legislative committee of the Ohio Valley Improvement Association, a non- 
profit corporation of the State of Ohio, dedicated to development and more 
efficient use of water resources in the Ohio River Valley, in the interests of 
navigation, flood control, and water supply. 

The purpose of this statement is to advise the committee of our association’s 
endorsement of S. 1164. This proposed legislation would provide for concrete 
recognition of the great public values of recreational opportunities which, as 
everyone knows, are afforded by many flood control, navigation, and reclamation 
projects. Such recreational benefits contribute importantly to the health and 
welfare of the general public and under the bill costs allocated to such purposes 
(up to 15 percent of total project cost) are appropriately nonreimbursable. We 
express our approval also of the provisions of the bill conferring authority for 
Federal construction, operation, and maintenance of minimum basic facilities 
essential to the enjoyment and development of project areas for recreational 
purposes. 

Recognition of the important public benefits derived from recreational oppor- 
tunities afforded by Federal water resources projects will have the consequence 
of facilitating and expediting water resources development for the traditional 
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purposes of navigation, flood control, and water supply. At a time when rising 
population and the growing needs of the general public and agriculture, industry, 
and commerce are imposing ever greater burdens upon the Nation’s water re- 
sources, when flood control and navigation improvements are more urgent than 
ever before, measures such as 8S. 1164 which will contribute to the solution of 
these problems commend themselves to the favorable consideration of Congress. 

This association sincerely hopes that the committee will approve the bill. 

Mr. Ristne. Mr. Chairman, I present a letter from the Ouachita 
River Valley Association. Executive Vice President H. K. Thatcher 
states that recreational practices from use of waters in Government 
reservoirs generates more business, payrolls, and taxes than any other 
use. The bill 1164 has been discussed in our association meetings and 
their unanimous belief that it should be passed and enacted into law. 

Mr. Chairman, I offer this letter for the record. 

Senator Kerr. It will be included in the record. 

(The letter referred to is as follows :) 

OUACHITA RIVER VALLEY ASSOCIATION, 
Camden, Ark., March 8, 1957. 


Mr. E. W. Risine, 
Chairman, Information Committee, WRA, 
1028 Connecticut Avenue, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. Ristne: It will be impossible for me to be in Washington on 
March 12, at the time of the Senate Public Works Committee hearing on 8. 1164 
by Senators Kerr and Monroney. 

This bill has been discussed at length in our Ouachita River Valley Association 
meetings and there is unanimous belief that it should be passed and enacted 
into law. 

Recreational practices resulting from the use of waters stored in Government- 
built reservoirs probably generate more new businesses, payrolls, and taxes than 
any other use made of the waters. Certainly recreational benefits should be 
accredited to all Government-built lakes, reservoirs, or pools on a nonreimburs- 
able and nonreturnable basis. 

Please express to the committee the views advanced in this letter and advise 
if there is anything further that we can do. 

Very sincerely yours, 
H. K,. THATCHER, 
Ezecutive Vice President. 

Mr. Ristne. Mr. Chairman, I present a statement from the chair- 
man of the Missouri River committee of the Yankton Chamber of 
Commerce, Mr. Christopherson. 

Senator Kerr. What State is Yankton in? 

Mr, Risrna. I think that is another South Dakota town. 

Senator Kerr. Go right ahead. 

Senator Case. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ristne. The people of the northern plains have a keen interest 
in recreational areas around Federal dams because our area is lacking 
in formations associated with recreational pursuits such as lakes, 
mountains, and seashore. We feel that recreational features created 
by Federal dams are what most Americans will enjoy personally. 
Recreational development of areas adjacent to reservoirs should re- 
ceive as much consideration as national parks, forests, monuments and 
so forth, many of which do not afford the taxpayers the opportunity 
to use them completely as do the waters of reservoirs. The committee 
incorporates its support in favor of S. 1164. 

Mr. Chairman, I offer the statement for the record. 

Senator Kerr. It will be included in the record. 

(The letter referred to is as follows :) 
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YANKTON CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Yankton, S. Dak., March 9, 1957. 
Re S. 1164. 
Hon. Ropert Kerr, 
Public Works Committee, Washington, D. C. 

Deak SENATOR Kerr: The people of the northern plains have a keen interest 
in recreational areas around Federal dams because our area is lacking in the 
natural formations usually associated with recreational pursuits—lakes, moun- 
tains or seashore. 

Consequently when the development of the Missouri River in North and South 
Dakota was started we anticipated the formation of the large bodies of water 
behind the huge dams required to contain the Missouri River. 

There are few Federal projects that have been been constructed that have the 
numerous benefits that can be attributed to the multipurpose dams on our 
country’s major rivers. 

We strongly feel that the recreational features of the reservoirs created by 
these Federal dams are what most Americans will enjoy personally. 

With the trend toward more free time for the people of our country the Fed- 
eral Government should realize that whether they incorporate the recreational 
advantages in their cost-to-benefit ratios justification of such projects the tax- 
payers will still feel the pleasures they enjoy at the reservoirs more personally 
than the protection from flood, production of power, irrigation, etc., presently 
used in such determination. 

The basie recreational development of the areas adjacent to the reservoirs 
should receive as much consideration as other federally supported areas, such 
as national parks, forests, monuments, ete., many of which do not afford the 
taxpayers the opportunity to use them so completely as do the waters of these 
reservoirs, 

I urge that you incorporate our support for your bill (S. 1164) and state that 
we are speaking for the many thousands of persons who anticipate using these 
reservoirs in the years to come. 

Cordially, 
CLAYTON QO. CHRISTOPHERSON, 
Chairman, Missouri River Committee. 


Mr. Ristne. Mr. Chairman, I now present a statement by Mr. John 
D. McCall, counsel of the Brazos River Authority in Texas. 

Mr. McCall states and calls attention to Lake Whitney constructed 
as a flood-control reservoir by the Corps of Engineers and points out 
that between three and four million people visited the reservoir and 
participated in its recreational advantages in 1956. Brazos River au- 
thority has a special interest in this legislation ; it is a program to 
construct six dams and conservation reservoirs on the Brazos River 
and will have legislation before this committee at an early date to 
authorize Federal Government participation in the financing of the 
Brazos program before proceeding with the bonds of authority. The 
Brazos River Authority have passed a resolution approving this leg- 
islation, a copy of the same being included in the statement of Mr. 
McCall and also certified copies of the resolution are being furnished 
to the committee. 

Mr. Chairman, I offer the statement for Mr. McCall and the reso- 
lution of the Brazos River Authority for the record. 

Senator Kerr. They will be included in the record. 

(The statement and resolution referred to are as follows: ) 


STATEMENT OF JOHN D. McCatt, Datias, Tex. 


Mr. Chairman, my name is John D. McCall. I am a lawyer and member of 
the firm of McCall, Parkhurst & Crowe. I reside in Dallas, Tex. The principal 
business of our firm is related to the financing of public improvement projects, 
including water supply for public agencies. In such capacity we represent a 
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number of water conservation districts and authorities, including Brazos River 
Authority, which we have served as bond counsel for the past 20 years. 
With the indulgence of the committee I would like to read a resolution which 
was adopted by the board of directors of Brazos River Authority at its meeting 
on January 28, 1957, and to file with the committee a certified copy of that 
resolution. It follows: 
“RESOLUTION 


“Endorsing legislation proposed for evaluating recreational benefits accruing from con- 
struction by the Federal Government of flood control, reclamation, and multipurpose 
reservoirs 
“Whereas Senator Robert 8. Kerr has prepared for introduction in Congress 

a bill which will require evaluation of recreational benefits resulting from the 

eonstruction by the Federal Government of flood control, reclamation, and 

multipurpose reservoirs; and 

“Whereas our attention has been directed to recent reports of the enormous 
patronage of such projects in Texas (over 3 million people having participated 
in the recreational advantages of Lake Whitney during 1956) ; and 

“Whereas the Congress has authorized for construction in the watershed of 
the Brazos River some seven additional dams and reservoirs, each of which 
would contain substantial recreational value; and 

“Whereas it is evident that the economic value of such use should be included 
in the evaluation of all projects of this nature; 

“Be it resolved by the Board of Directors of Brazos River Authority: 

“1. That the authority approves of such proposed legislation; and 

“2. That a copy of this resolution be forwarded to Senator Kerr and if and 
when the proposed bill for such purposes shall have been introduced, copies be 
forwarded to the Texas Members of the Senate and House of Representatives, 
recommending their careful consideration and support of the measure.” 

You will note that this resolution was adopted prior to the filing of Senate bill 
1164, but at that time our board of directors had before it a draft of the bill 
which had been prepared by Senators Kerr and Monroney. The Brazos authority 
has a special prospective interest in this legislation because of its current program 
of financing 6 water conservation reservoirs, involving sale of a part of its bonds 
to the Government, and because of 7 additional reservoirs which have been 
authorized for construction by the Corps of Engineers in the Brazos watershed. 
The feasibility of most of these projects would probably be assured if recreational 
benefits are evaluated. 

May I further emphasize the importance of the approval of this bill. T am 
certain that the committee will have before it specific and expert testimony 
as to the economic valnes accruing from recreational uses of water-storage 
reservoirs, so any figures I might attempt to quote will doubtless be supplied to 
you authoritatively. Perhaps you will have before you a reference to Whitney 
Reservoir constructed by the Corps of Engineers of the Army on the Brazos 
River in Texas. This is a project which includes no provision for conservation 
storage. It was constructed only for flood control and power development and 
consequently the water level in the reservoir is subject to rather severe fluc- 
tuations of level. But in spite of that fact it has developed very high recrea- 
tional importance. General Itschner, the Chief of the Corps of Engineers of 
the United States Army, recently made a press release indicating that during 
the year 1956 between 3,000,000 and 4,000,000 people utilized the facilities of 
Whitney for recreational purposes and in connection with the release indicated 
an Army estimate of a minimum of $1 per person per day of economic benefits 
for the immediate area of that lake. This means that the lake returned economic 
benefits of not less than $3,000,000 or $4,000,000 during the year 1956 for recrea- 
tional purposes only, and in spite of the fact that Lake Whitney is not in the 
true sense a water conservation storage project. I haven’t rechecked the con- 
struction cost of Whitney, but exclusive of power installations and facilities I 
believe the cost ran around $30 million. This means that from recreation 
benefits alone the project is yelding 10 percent of its first cost each year. 

Of course, this committee is aware of the work which is being done jointly 
by your committee and by the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs under 
direction of Senate Resolution No. 281 adopted during the second session of the 
84th Congress. In connection with other witnesses I have suggested that the 
two committees operating under the resolution incorporate as an important 
element of determining feasibility of projects in which the Government will be 
participating, an evaluation of the public recreational benefits to be derived 
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from water conservation projects. I feel that it is very important that this 
element be considered both as to projects constructed by the United States 
Government and also as to projects constructed by State or local agencies in 
which the United States Government will be cooperating either through some 
form of contribution or threugh the purchase of securities issued by the lucal 
agencies. 

For all of these considerations I believe your committee should report the 
pending bill favorably. 

I thank you. 


RESOLUTION ENDORSING LEGISLATION PROPOSED FOR EVALUATING RECREATIONAL 
BENEFITS ACCRUING FROM CONSTRUCTION BY THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT OF 
FLoop ContROL RECLAMATION AND MULTIPURPOSE RESERVES 


Whereas Senator Robert S. Kerr has prepared for introduction in Congress 
a bill which will require evaluation of recreational benefits resulting from the 
construction by the Federal Government of flood control, reclamation, and multi- 
purpose reservoirs; and 

Whereas our attention has been directed to recent reports of the enormous 
patronage of such projects in Texas (over 3 million people having participated 
in the recreational advantages of Lake Whitney during 1956) ; and 

Whereas the Congress has authorized for construction in the watershed of 
the Brazos River some seven additional dams and reservoirs, each of which 
would contain substantial recreational value; and 

Whereas it is evident that the economic value of such use should be included 
in the evaluation of all projects of this nature: Be it 

Resolved by the board of directors of Brazos River Authority— 

1. That the authority approves of such proposed legislation; and 

2. That a copy of this resolution be forwarded to Senator Kerr and if and 
when the proposed bill for such purposes shall have been introduced, copies be 
forwarded to the Texas Members of the Senate and House of Representatives, 
recommending their careful consideration and support of the measure. 

THE STATE OF TEXAS, 
County of Palo Pinto, ss: 

I, the undersigned, secretary of the board of directors of Brazos River 
Authority, do hereby certify that the above and foregoing is a true, full, and 
correct copy of a resolution adopted by the board of directors on the 28th day of 
January 1957, which resolution is duly of record in the minutes of the board of 
directors of Brazos River Authority. 

Executed this the 5th day of March 1957. 

J. N. SAMMETT, 
Secretary, Board of Directors, Brazos River Authority. 


Mr. Ristnc. Mr. Chairman, I want to say since we started this meet- 
ing this morning that Mr. McCall has come into the room and maybe 
he would like to make some statement in regard to his statement. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

Mr. McCatx. Mr. Chairman, I think the statement is sufficient 
unless the committee wants to further question or wants some further 
evidence. 

Senator Krrr. That is very fine. We are happy to have you here, 
sir; and appreciate your interest in this legislation. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, I should like to ask Mr. Rising, are 
you presently the secretary or officer of some association or other 
group? 

Mr. Rising. No, sir; I am the representative of the State Water 
Conservation Board of Montana. I also represent the Arizona Inter- 
state Stream Commission in Arizona, and I represent the Brazos 
River Authority in Texas. 

Senator Cask. But vou have presented statements from various 
groups. 
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Mr. Ristna. Yes, sir. 

Senator Casr. At one time you were 

Mr. Rrstne. I was at one time secretary of the National Reclama- 
tion Association for a short period of time and also other groups that 
have been associated ——— 

Senator Casp. And you have been an officer of that assoc iation on 
other occasions and are in touch with many of these people who are 
interested in the field of conservation ? 

Mr. Ristne. That is correct. 

Senator Case. Do you feel that reclamation dams or dams construc- 
ted by the Bureau of Reclamation ought to have their recreational and 
wildlife and fishery benefits rec ognized i in the evaluation, in the plan- 
ning, and design and the operation of those reservoirs ? 

Mr. Ristne. I cer tainly do, Senator. 

Senator Casre. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Mr. Rising, for a very con- 
structive appearance here. We appreciate it. 

Mr. Ristne. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and other mem- 
bers of the committee. 

Senator Kerr. Mr. Dan McCarthy and Mr. Earl Struwe of the 
Bureau of Reclamation. 

At this point I want to put into the record a letter from the Comp- 
troller General of the United States to the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives, dated October 17, 1956, and included in the report 
to the Congress of the United States by the Comptroller General, being 
a review of operation, maintenance, and administration of recreational 
facilities at reservoir projects, Corps of Engineers, Department of the 
Army, and certain pertinent parts of the report which will be given 
to the reporter. 

(The letter and excerpts referred to are as follows:) 





COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, D. C., October 17, 1956. 
Hon. SAM RAYBURN, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. SPEAKER: Herewith is our report on the review of the operation, 
maintenance, and administration of recreational activities at reservoir, projects 
by the Corps of Engineers, January 1956. This review was made by the General 
Accounting Office as a part of our regular audit of the Corps of E ac pur- 
suant to the provisions of the Budget and Accounting Act, 1921 (31 U. S. ©. 53), 
and the Accounting and Auditing Act of 1950 (31 U.S. C. 67). 

The legal authority of the corps for recreational development at reservoir proj- 
ects is broader than that of the Bureau of Reclamation and the Tennessee Val- 
ley Authority. As a result, recreational activities are carried out directly by 
the corps at Federal expense at many reservoir projects, whereas local interests 
generally undertake these activities at reservoir projects of the Bureau and the 
Authority. Expenditures by the corps in fiscal year 1955 identified as public-use 
activities totaled $619,341, of which $386,500, or 62 percent, was expended in the 
southwestern division encompassing generally the Arkansas, White, Red River, 
and Rio Grande Basins. However, the accounting records of the corps do not 
show all costs applicable to the recreational activities in all cases. 

The Congress may wish to review the recreational activities of the Corps of 
Engineers and may wish to consider defining by legislation a policy for develop- 
ment of recreational potential applicable to all Federal reservoirs, which would 
provide development by local interests rather than by the Federal Government 
unless areas of national significance are involved. Should the Congress con- 
sider it desirable that operation and maintenance of recreational facilities be 
continued by the corps, we believe that budget justifications for annual appro- 
priations to the corps for operation and maintenance should show specifically the 








rat 


on 
re 


1c- 
nd 
n- 


mn- 
m- 
‘he 


ip- 

of 
ort 
ng 
nal 
the 


fen 


ion, 
cts 
ral 
yur- 


3), 


roj- 
Tal- 


sts 
the 
use 
the 
ver, 
not 


. of 
lop- 
uld 
ent 
‘on- 
be 
ITO- 
the 





RECREATIONAL BENEFITS FROM RESERVOIRS 97 


total amounts applicable to recreational activities. The Congress may also wish 
to consider the desirability of requiring the corps to charge fees for the use of 
its facilities in order that a recovery of applicable operation and maintenance, 
and administration costs be made to the extent practicable. 
A copy of this report is being sent today to the President of the Senate. 
Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 


ReporT ON REVIEW OF OPERATION, MAINTENANCE, AND ADMINISTRATION RECREA- 
TIONAL FACILITIES AT RESERVOIR PROJECTS, CoRPS OF EXNGINEERS (CIVIL FUNC- 
TIONS), DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, JANUARY 1956 


GENERAL COMMENTS 


The construction of reservoir projects by the water resource development 
agencies of the Federal Government creates lakes which frequently become 
ideally suited as recreational areas. The Federal agencies concerned primarily 
with water resource development projects are the Corps of Engineers, Department 
of the Army: the Bureau of Reclamation, Department of the Interior; and the 
Tennessee Valley Authority. Although the physical development of the recrea- 
tional potential at reservoir projects by the three agencies is generally similar, 
the legal authority and the policies of each on the direct participation in the 
construction and operation and maintenance of recreational facilities differ 
considerably. 

Under the Flood Control Act of 1944, as amended (16 U. S. C. 460d), the Corps 
of Engineers has authority to construct and operate and maintain recreational 
facilities in reservoir areas under the control of the Department of the Army. 
Such broad authority has not been given to the Bureau of Reclamation and the 
Tennessee Valley Authority, and these agencies do not generally undertake 
directly the construction, operation, and maintenance of recreational facilities. 

Our review, completed in January 1956, disclosed that during fiscal year 1955 
expenditures by the corps that were identified as operation and maintenance for 
public-use activities totaled $619,341. The activities were carried out in about 
120 reservoir and lock and dam projects throughout the country at which attend- 
ance totaled about 61 million visitor-days during calendar year 1955. The great- 
est number of visitor-days as well as the largest expenditures for public facili- 
ties by the corps were made at about 14 reservoirs, the majority of which are 
located on the Arkansas, Red, and White River Basins. 


Conclusions and recommendations 

Although the policy of the corps is to turn over recreational areas at its reser- 
voir projects to States and local agencies for development, the degree of accept- 
ance by States and local agencies has varied considerably. We believe that the 
resistance of State and local agencies to assume responsibility for development 
and administration of recreational lands and facilities stems from expectations 
that the corps will continue these activities. On the other hand, the Bureau of 
Reclamation and the Tennessee Valley Authority have obtained positive action 
by local interests for development, since these agencies do not have general 
authority for such activities. The Congress may wish to consider defining by 
legislative action a policy for development of recreational potential applicable 
to all Federal reservoirs, which would provide development by local interests 
rather than by the Federal Government unless areas of national significance are 
involved, similar to the policy of the Bureau of Reclamation. 

The review disclosed also that budget justifications do not show the amounts 
separately by project or in total for operation and maintenance of recreational 
facilities at reservoir projects. Detailed project schedules submitted as sup- 
porting documents to the justifications do show the amounts for operation- 
and-maintenance expenses by purposes, including recreation. Should the Con- 
gress consider it desirable that operation and maintenance of recreational facili- 
ties be continued by the corps, we believe that budget justifications to the 
Congress for annual appropriations for operation and maintenance should show 
specifically the total amounts applicable to recreational facilities. The Congress 
may wish also to consider the desirability of requiring the corps to charge 
fees for the use of its facilities in order that a recovery of applicable operation 
and maintenance, and administration costs may be made to the extent practicable. 

We believe that the differences between district offices in the classification 
of costs for operation and maintenance of recreational facilities should be re- 
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viewed by the Corps of Engineers and action should be taken to correct incon- 
sistencies. At some district offices these costs are classified as joint costs and 
are allocated to the primary purposes of the project, such as power, flood con- 
trol, and navigation, whereas other district offices do not make such an alloca- 
tion. In the former case the part allocable to power becomes reimbursable 
through power revenues, whereas, in the latter, the costs are all nonreimbursable 
as expenses of recreational activities. 


AUTHORITY AND POLICIES FOR UNDERTAKING RECREATIONAL PROGRAMS AT FEDERAL 
RESERVOIRS 


Legislative authority for recreational programs at reservoir projects of the 
Corps of Engineers, the Bureau of Reclamation, and the Tennessee Valley Au- 
thority differs, and, as a result, the policies of these agencies on recreational 
development at reservoirs under their respective jurisdictions differ also. 


Corps of Engineers 

Authority by the Corps of Engineers to undertake recerational programs at 
reservoir projects under the control of the Department of the Army is included 
in the Flood Control Act of 1944, as amended (16 U. 8. C. 460d). This act 
permits construction and operation and maintenance of such facilities by the 
Corps of Engineers. The act also authorizes construction and operation and 
maintenance of these facilities by others through the lease of lands under terms 
deemed reasonable by the Secretary of the Army. To encourage and facilitate 
development of recreational facilities by State or local governmental agencies, 
preference is given to such agencies and lands may be licensed to them without 
monetary considerations. Also, leases to nonprofit organizations are authorized 
at nominal rentals. The Department of the Army has granted in excess of 
3,000 leases and licenses for recreational and wildlife development and use of 
its reservoir lands. 

Policies under this authority have been established by the Corps of Engineers 
that result in construction, operation, maintenance, and administration by the 
corps of free public-use facilities and in development of (1) recreational facili- 
ties by civic and nonprofit organizations and State and local governmental 
agencies, (2) commercial facilities by concessionaires, and (3) homesites and 
club sites by individuals and groups. 


Bureau of reclamation 


The Bureau of Reclamation does not have general authority to construct, 
operate, and maintain recreational facilities at its reservoir projects. However, 
in a few reservoirs of the Missouri River Basin project, recreational developments 
have been carried out by funds provide in annual appropriation acts. Although 
specific authority for recreational development has been sought by the Bureau in 
proposed project authorizations, such authority has been included in congres- 
sional enactments only for a few projects. 

Accordingly, development of recreation facilities at Reclamation’s reservoir 
projects has become primarily the responsibility of local interests unless an 
area of national significance has been involved. 

Under the policies of the Department of the Interior, recreational develop- 
ment at the Bureau of Reclamation’s reservoirs is undertaken at Federal expense 
only when the reservoirs are determined to be of national significance. In these 
eases the National Park Service has been designated as the agency to develop 
and administer the recreational facilities. Four Bureau reservoirs have been 
determined to have national, rather than local, significance. These are the 
Coulee Dam national recreational area (Grand Coulee Dam), Lake Mead na- 
tional recreational area (Hoover Dam), Shadow Mountain national recreation 
area (Colorado-Big Thompson project), and the Millerton Lake national recre- 
ation area (Friant Dam). At reservoir projects not having national significance, 
the Bureau enters into agreements with State or other local governmental agen- 
cies for the development and administration of the recreational potential. 


Tennessee Valley Authority 
TVA provides for recreational development at its reservoirs by other agencies, 
organizations, and individuals through conveyances of reservoir lands, and 





2Recently a determination has been made that Millerton Lake national recreation 
area has less than national significance, and efforts are being made to transfer responsibility 
to local interests. 
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other agreements authorized under its interpretation of the Tennessee Valley 
Act, as amended (16 U. S. C, 881dd). During the early years of TVA project 
construction, a number of demonstration parks were built with the cooperation of 
the National Park Service and the Civilian Conservation Corps. These parks 
have been turned over to local governments either by transfer or by long-term 
leasing arrangements, and TVA does not now develop or operate directly any 
recreational facilities or services at its reservoir projects. 


USE OF CORPS RESERVOIR AREAS FOR RECREATIONAL PURPOSES 


Reservoir areas of the Corps of Engineers are used for recreational purposes 
at more than 120 reservoirs and lock and dam projects of all sizes in every region 
of the country. Attendance in 1955 ranged from 900 at Lac qui Parle Reservoir 
area in Minnesota to 6,598,700 at Denison Reservoir area (Lake Texoma) in 
Texas-Oklahoma. Recreational attendance at all corps reservoir projects totaled 
61,132,400 visitor-days during calendar year 1955 compared with 53,848,000 in 
1954, 41,301,000 in 1958, and 29,587,000 in 1952. Attendance in 1955 exceeded 
1 million visitor-days at 14 reservoir areas as listed below : 


Reservoir area Division State | Visitor-days 

Lake Texoma (Denison Dam)........| Southwestern.........| Oklahoma-Texas__...._._.-- | 6,598, 700 
WMGIIG oo onc dcnccess navstwauseulaw] pat ontinaeaial Ls chad cccesedncowesbols | 2,980, 000 
Fort Gibson- sania oateassabencors La Paced Side Tw enc ond dens ev clp ova hs | 2,745, 000 
CO Nae |: | ER ES oS | 2,334,100 
Hansen Reservoir_._---... ee | a ee eer | 2,038, 700 
i a oe Southwestern.........| Arkansas-Missouri-_......--- 1, 548, 000 
Tenkiller Ferry.....---.. aa ee ee A ae 1, 412, 700 
Gigs TIM. sci desks e3s daicttticn’ | South Atlantic_....__..| South Carolina-Georgia. -- | 1, 365, 000 
a Oe beeen 2) os i 1, 241, 500 
West Fork of Mill Creek__....__..- ek a | RE EE eee | 1,225, 500 
OS SSE SO RE RE SR et 1, 190, 000 
Grapevine ’ ee ee Yo ee eee oe, 
CFEC EATAUD FOURS cise stints. <ns0n teen nape das den ttcin aaa aniden nin tan aaaeliered 1, 150, 000 
SOME Th, BMD casntotaccneiuaccossse -| North Atlantie........| North Carolina-Virginia____. | 1,000, 900 
Rca ele is nS REESE ea! SR re EO ay | 28, 000, 100 





These 14 reservoir areas accounted for more than 45 percent of the total visitor- 
days for all corps reservoir projects. Eight of these areas are located in the 
Southwestern Division and accounted for more than 30 percent of the national 
attendance. 

During calendar year 1955 the 165 areas administered by the National Park 
Service had an estimated 56,500,000 visitors. The National Park Service com- 
piles statistics on visitation on the basis of number of visitors rather than 
visitor-days. Visitor-days are represented by the number of visitors times the 
days of stay. Statistics compiled by the Forest Service on use by recreationists 
of its facilities appear to be comparable to those compiled by the corps. During 
calendar vear 1955 the Forest Service estimated that the recreational use of the 
143 national forests totaled 45,700,000 visits or 62,100,000 visitor-days. Visita- 
tion at reservoir areas of the Corps of Engineers are therefore about the same 
as at the national forests. 


OPERATION, MAINTENANCE, AND ADMINISTRATION OF RECREATIONAL FACILITIES BY THE 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


During fiscal year 1955, expenses for operation and maintenance of recreational 
facilities at 70 projects totaling $619,341 were paid from appropriations to the 
corps for operation and maintenance. Sixteen projects, or 23 percent of the 
number showing expenses for operation and maintenance of recreational facili- 
ties, accounted for $363,862 of these expenses, or 59 percent of the total, as 
follows: 
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| Expenses 
Project District Division for fiscal 
year 1955 





Bull Shoals _- aes --acel, Latte Rock, Ark......| Southwestern............... $54, 25 
Denison __- Jee - Tulsa, Okla- oe eee ote 45,2 
NN ss nas nee csnsc dE Little Rock, Ark....._|.....do_......-. 40), 3 
Fort Gibson maid _| Tulsa, Okla. I Mo SEIS 30, 508 
| Sr ee ee en et ee oe 29, 
Wappapelo _...-.-| Memphis, Tenn___....| Lower Mississippi Valley - - 19, 
Sardis. a aie : as _| Vieksburg, Miss---- 0... a 17, 
Fort Peck __-___-- aS : Fort Peck, Mont__-- Missouri River-_-- : : 17,5 
Grapevine ‘ _| Fort Worth, Tex._....| Southwestern. -.-.---.-- . 15, 
ee ee Sd ee oe ae we eae i 15, 
Allatoona_______ bee Lt Mobile, Ala_- , South Atlantic 13 
(ER SATE 2 Tulsa, Okla. _-_. 3 Southwestern. -...-- L 13, ¢ 
Blakely Mountain._._._....._.____- Vicksburg, Miss. -- Lower Mississippi Valley 13, 
Benbrook__-__-__- GES TT Fort Worth, Tex__._..| Southwestern - - 12, 
Narrows. __.....- ee wero Vicksburg, Miss Lower Mississippi Valley 12, 
CREE ae A .| Huntington, W. Va Ohio River--- aa il, 
ss ea ae 363, 862 


Nine of the 16 projects are located in the Southwestern Division, 4 are located 
in the Lower Mississippi Valley Division, and 1 is located in each of the Ohio 
River, South Atlantic, and Missouri River Divisions. 


LOCAL COOPERATION IN DEVELOPMENT, CONSTRUCTION, AND OPERATION AND MAINTE- 
NANCE OF FACILITIES AT RESERVOIR AREAS 


The policy of the corps on recreational facilities at reservoir projects is to (1) 
provide access facilities at Federal cost and (2) turn over to States and local 
agencies the areas they are willing and able to develop. Master plans for 
recreational development are based on participation by local groups and _ in- 
corporetion in the plans of the ideas and desires of these groups. 

Acceptance by States and local agencies of responsibility for development and 
operation and maintenance of recreational areas has been generally slow. The 
degree of success in transfer of responsibility to local agencies has varied. Of 
the 14 projects having over 1 million visitor-days each in calendar year 1955, 
substantially complete participation by States or local interests in development 
of free recreational facilities was limited to 2 reservoir areas (Hansen and 
Wolf Creek). 

At some projects, for example, Denison Dam’s Lake Texoma, costs to the 
corps of operation and maintenance, including cost of real estate lease com- 
pliance inspections and audits of concessioners’ leases, exceeded $71,000 in fiscal 
year 1955, despite State participation. At the Fort Gibson project these costs 
approached $59,000. 

At the Hansen Reservoir located within the city limits of Los Angeles, Calif., 
the corps has negotiated a 40-year license with the city of Los Angeles for public 
park, recreation, and related purposes. Under the license the city assumed 
complete responsibility for developing, operating, and maintaining about 1,426 
acres, for the granting of concessions, permits, and licenses to third purties, and 
for entering into such other agreements as will further the use of the premises 
for public park and recreational purposes. 

The State of Kentucky has undertaken the major development of recreational 
facilities at the Wolf Creek project. Direct costs incurred by the corps for 
operating and maintaining these facilities during fiscal year 1955 were negligible. 

Some State and other local governmental participation has been realized at 
other projects, but costs are incurred by the corps for constructing and operating 
and maintaining corps-constructed facilities. 

Local participation in development, construction, and operation and main- 
tenance of recreation facilities at a number of reservoir projects of the corps 
has been relatively limited. 

Although the master plan for Clark Hill Reservoir provided for extensive par- 
ticipation by States and other local interests, such participation has not been 
fulfilled aggressively. This plan proposed the development of a number of 
State parks. Corps’ operation, maintenance, and other administrative costs 
relative to recreational facilities at Clark Hill Reservoir exceeded $45,000 for 
the fiscal year ended June 30, 1955. 








RECREATIONAL BENEFITS FROM RESERVOIRS 101 


At the Bull Shoals and Norfork Leservoirs in north central Arkansas, the 
eorps has developed and is operating, maintaining, and administering all existing 
public free recreational facilities. These include over 100 miles of access roads— 
2,500 car parking spaces, 33 picnic areas, and 32 campgrounds providing for 
about 330 tent spaces. As of June 30, 1955, no development or operation and 
maintenance had been undertaken by local interests and not until reecently has 
the corps been successful in securing positive cooperation from local interests. 
The Arkansas State Forestry and Parks Commission was granted a license on 
994 acres of land in the Bull Shoals Reservoir area for purposes of constructing, 
operating, and maintaining a State recreational park. The arrangement con- 
templates the conversion of federally built construction facilities into a dormitory 
with cafeteria, to accommodate groups of 100 or more (such as Boy Scouts, 
farm groups, and similar groups) ; construction of tent and trailer camps, bath- 
house, modern sanitary facilities, cooking places, tables, and similar facilities ; 
and the construction of trails, Walks, springhouse, retaining walls, landscaping, 
and similar facilities. However, as of December 31, 1955, no development had 
been undertaken by the State. 

Local participation at Bureau of Reclamation reservoir areas 

The lack of legislative authority and funds to construct, operate, and maintain 
recreational facilities at its reservoirs compels the Bureau of Reclamation to 
deal with local participation differently. 

Under a memorandum of agreement dated July 28, 1950 (revised April 5, 
1955), between the Nationual Park Service and the Bureau of Reclamation, 
the investigation, planning, development, and administration of the recreation 
resources of water control projects were embodied in a general program. In 
effect, the agreement provided that the Bureau of Reclamation and the National 
Park Service will negotiate with another Federal agency (e. g., the U. S. Forest 
Service if lands adjoining reservoirs are national forest areas), a State, or one 
of its political subdivisions for the ultimate administration of the land and water 
area of the project determned to be available for recreational purposes, except 
where the reereational development is determined by the Secretary of the 
Interior to be of national significance, The development, operation, maintenance, 
and administration of recreational facilities by the National Park Service at 
four reservoir areas is an implementation of this policy. Recently the Millerton 
Lake Recreation Area had been determined to be of less than national significance, 
and efforts are being made to transfer responsibility for development and 
administration of the area to the State of California. 

At projects of less than national significance, development and administration 
must necessarily be, because of the Bureau’s lack of authority and funds, a 
local or State responsibility. The Bureau has been fairly successful in attain- 
ing agreement with local and State agencies for development of recreational 
potential at its reservoirs. For example, an agreement dated August 3, 
1955, with the State of Wyoming provided a plan under which State 
agencies will develop and administer recreational and wildlife areas and facili- 
ties on all Bureau of Reclamation reservoirs within Wyoming. Agencies such 
as the State parks commission and the State fish and game commission will 
administer facilities for recreation at those Reclamation reservoirs constructed 
and to be constructed which do not now fall into certain special classes now 
covered by law or existing agreements. Such special exceptions, areas of 
primary national significance for recreation, reservoirs wholly or chiefly within 
national forests, and areas needed for protection of migratory waterfowl are 
few in Wyoming. 

An agreement dated March 24, 1954, between the Bureau and the Board of 
County Park Commissioners of Stutsman County, N. Dak., provides for the 
devleopment and administration of Stutsman recreational areas and facilities 
and other lands at Jamestown Reservoir, N. Dak. 

A memorandum of understanding of March 28, 1955, between the Bureau and 
the Kansas Forestry, Fish, and Game Commission provides for the administra- 
tion and development of lands and facilities at Cedar Bluff Reservoir for wildlife 
and recreation purposes by the State agency. 

Numerous other agreements between the Bureau and various State agencies 
provide for development and administration of recreational and fish and wildlife 
activities at Reclamation’s reservoirs. The Agriculture Department’s Forest 
Service administers recreational facilities at those reservoirs which adjoin or 
are in United States forest lands. 
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Some problems have been encountered in resolving the recreational issues at 
Folsom Reservoir in California. This reservoir was authorized for construction 
by the Corps of Engineers, but for operation and maintenance by the Bureau of 
Reclamation. The reservoir area became a popular recreational site and the 
shoreline soon became littered with trash. As a result the authorities were 
faced with the necessity of considering closing down the area to public use. The 
potential here was so real, however, that individuals organized cleanup groups 
and removed the litter from parts of the shoreline. Through the efforts of a 
tricounty planning commission (composed of representatives of the 3 counties 
in which Folsom Reservoir lies) the California Legislature, at its session which 
ended on June 9, 1955, passed 3 bills authorizing the inclusion of such lands 
around Folsom Reservoir as may be necessary for a State park. The Governor 
pocket-vetoed the bills and indicated that a statewide master plan for State park 
acquisition should be prepared. Consequently, State management at Folsom 
depends upon its inclusion in the master plan. 

We believe that the differences in the willingness of State and local agencies 
to assume responsibility for development and administration of recreational 
lands and facilities at reservoirs of the corps and the Bureau of Reclamation 
results from (1) the presently existing differences in the authority to each of 
the two agencies for the purpose of undertaking recreational activities, and (2) 
the apparent disinclination of State and local interests to assume the responsi- 
bilities as long as State and local authorities know that the corps will provide 
and maintain public park facilities at reservoir projects. Under these circum- 
stances it can be expected that States and local interests will continue to resist 
assuming financial responsibility. Demonstrations at Folsom Reservoir indicate 
that authorities in the affected areas will more readily take positive action when 
they realize that the Federal agency having basic jurisdiction at the project will 
not expend funds for those purposes. 
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Revenues from reservoir areas 

Revenues are derived by the Corps of Engineers from leasing of reservoir areas 
(acquired for flood control, navigation, and allied purposes), including conces- 
sions and privileges granted to others for recreational purposes. Under the 
provisions of the Flood Control Act of 1941, as amended (33 U. 8S. C., supp. II, 
1952 ed., 701c-3), 75 percent of the moneys received and deposited in the Treasury 
during any fiscal year from these sources are to be returned to the State in which 
the lands are located. The State is permitted to use funds paid it pursuant to 
this section for the benefit of the county within which the leased property is 
situated. During fiscal year 1955 about $1,190,000 was returned to the States 
from this source. In some of the reservoir areas having a large volume of public 
use, public park development by counties could be undertaken with funds from 
this source. 

Still other benefits are realized locally in that the development of reservoir 
areas as recreational centers stimulates economic activity in the general area. 
Local governmental revenues are consequently augmented in the form of new 
real estate taxes from hotels, motels, restaurants, sporting goods stores, home- 
site developments, boat-docking facilities, and the general increase in surround- 
ing land valuations. Additional sales taxes collected at the new commercial 
establishments and State and municipal income taxes collected from owners and 
employees at such places are sources of additional revenues. The Little Rock 
district prepared statistics which showed clearly the benefits of recreational 
development at the Norfork and Bull Shoals projects on the general economy of 
the surrounding areas. 


Senator Kerr. Mr. McCarthy, do you have a copy of your state- 
ment ? 

Mr. McCarrny. Sir, we do not have a prepared statement. The 
Department of the Interior has not taken a position on this bill and we 
cannot testify as to any position the Department would take or on pol- 
icy matters. However, Mr. Struwe and I are here to give you any 
information we can. Mr. Struwe is very familiar with the adminis- 
tration of our existing developments and the way we handle the recre- 
ation function at our existing projects. I am familiar with the han- 
dling of planning of recreation in our reports and of our recommenda- 
tions to Congress on new projects. 
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Senator Kerr. Well now, you are familiar with the bill introduced 
by Senator Case and by Senator Monroney and me? 

Mr. McCartuy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Would. you give the commitee your own personal 
observations on the merits of the bill or any suggestion you have as to 
any appropriate or helpful amendments. 

Mr. ict anene Well, purely personal as not reflecting the views 
of the Department. Of course, I am here 

Senator Kerr. I want to say this to you off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Kerr. On the record. 

Mr. McCarruy. Yes, sir; I would be glad to give you my personal 
opinions, my personal observations. 





STATEMENT OF DANIEL V. McCARTHY, CHIEF, PROGRAMS AND 
COORDINATION BRANCH, DIVISION OF PROJECT DEVELOPMENT, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, ACCOMPANIED BY EARL STRUWE, 
CHIEF, ECONOMICS AND STATISTICS BRANCH, DIVISION OF IRRI- 
GATION 


Mr. McCarrtuy. I have been associated with river development work 
all my professional career, and I think there is common recognition 
that the importance of recreation and the demand for recreation at 
reservoirs constructed by Federal agencies is growing and growing 
rapidly. I am sure the Commissioner of Reclamation recognizes this. 
In view of the importance of recreation and the great opportunity at 
Federal reservoirs for providing a recreation function I believe that 
provisions should be made for the full development of recreation at 
our reservoirs. 

The Bureau of Reclamation at present has no legislative authority 
to include recreational facilities at its reservoirs except as provided in 
specific legislation which has authorized specific projects such as the 
Washita project, with which you are familiar. In that act the en- 
abling legislation provides that we can build recreation facilities. We 
have that authority only where the Congress has specifically provided 
it. 

Senator Kerr. Has the Bureau of Reclamation included in their 
economic evaluation of any project their evaluation of the recreational 
benefits ¢ 

Mr. McCarruy. I can give you a yes and no answer to that. I 
think it might take a little explaining. 

The National Park Service makes all of the recreation surveys and 
evaluation of benefits for the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Senator Kerr. Then in view of the fact that they are going to be 
before us you think it would be better to let them testify as to that? 

Mr. McCarrny. I think I should explain how we use their 
findings. 

Senator Kerr. Very good. 

Mr. McCarruy. They provide us generally with an estimate of the 
benefits. 

Senator Kerr. What formula do they use? Let me ask the ques- 
tion this way. Is their formula for estimating the benefits of recrea- 
tion at all similar to that contained in this bill? 
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Mr. MoCarrny. I believe it is. There are representatives of the 
Park Service here, though, to explain it. I think it generally has 
similarity. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

Mr. McCarruy. The National Park Service provides us on each of 
our projects with a plan of recreation development which they feel 
should be developed. They also provide us with the portion of that 
plan which they consider the minimum basic facilities necessary to 
accommodate the visiting public. They also generally provide us with 
an estimate of benefits. 

We use those benefits and include them in the overall project bene- 
fits. Our overall benefit-cost ratio for a project includes those recrea- 
tion benefits. However, when we develop a project we also justify 
each function individually. The power function is not added unless 
it has a benefit-cost ration of 1 to 1 or greater; the same is true of 
irrigation and flood control. In developing those ratios we do not 
take recognition of the recreation values. In other words, we do not 
allocate joint. costs to recreation. If we did that would lower the 
cost to the other functions. Thus as far as the individual functions 
are concerned the recreation benefits do not assist in justifying a 
project. 

Also, they do not assist in the repayment function. The Bureau of 
Reclamation has a double standard to meet, economic justification by 
a benefit-cost ratio and also demonstration of repayment. Except for 
minimum basic facilities, where they are authorized by Congress, we 
do not allocate any of the costs to recreation. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask a question or two 
if I can to get this more clearly in my mind. 

Are you saying that in evaluating a project or in studying a project, 
making a Survey, you do make a report upon the recreational values ¢ 

Mr. McCarrny. Yes, sir. 

Senator Cast. W ell, are you authorized to build any recreational 
features ? 

Senator Kerr. He said only where the authorization act provided, 
with reference to specific projects, I believe. 

Mr. McCarrny. That is correct. 

Senator Case. Well, suppose you had in a general report, however, 
you found some recreational possibilities and they standing alone 
would have a benefit-cost ratio of at least 1 to 1, would you then be 
authorized to build them ? 

Mr. McCarruy. It has been our practice to recommend that the 
Government provide only the minimum basic recreation facilities 
which generally involve a nominal cost, maybe a hundred thousand 
dollars, but generally less. 

Senator Case. Do you have any authority at the eee time to 
include those recreational benefits for determining the feasibility of 
a project as a whole? 

Mr. McCarruy. Yes. In the presentation of economic justification 
we are under no legislative requirements. That is primarily an ad- 
ministrative matter of how to evaluate or determine benefits. We are 
at liberty to include any benefits which we think the project will 
provide. 

Senator Casr. Determining whether the project is a feasible 
project ? 
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Mr. McCarrny. I’m sorry. 

Senator Case. In determining whether the project is a feasible 
project ¢ 

Mr. McCarruy. That is correct. 

Senator Case. Well, can you assign-—— : 

Senator Kerr (interposing). I believe he said, Senator, that with 
reference to that evaluation though, that in multiple-purpose projects 
unless the economic benefits of irrigation equal or exceed the cost of 
irrigation then they did not include irrigation in the multiple-purpose 
project. 

Mr. McCarrny. That is correct. Each function is looked at 
individually. 

The point I was trymg to make is that if, as a matter of practice 
under this legislation, we were permitted to allocate part of a reservoir 
cost to recreation, then that would reduce the costs to the other func- 
tions and would make them more economically justified. 

Senator Kerr. What you tell us amounts to, I believe, that while 
you evaluate the recreational benefits in your report of recommenda- 
tion for a multiple-purpose project, you do not use those benefits as a 
part of the economic justification for any element of multiple-purpose 
project. 

Mr. McCarruy. That is correct. It has no significant bearing 
there. When we show the overall benefit-cost ratio we do show the 
recreation benefits. 

Senator Case. I think that is a little in conflict with the answer you 
gave to my question, but I am glad to have you make that statement, 
Whatever the facts are that is what I want to get here. 

I want to pursue this a little. I want to get down to a specific case. 

Under present Jaw can you evaluate flood-control benefits? 

Mr. McCarrnuy. Yes, under present.law we can evaluate any benefits. 

Senator Casr. Well, can you assign a part of the cost to that benefit 
so that it does not have to be paid by the water users who get merely 
irrigation benefits 

Mr. McCarrny. In respect to flood control; yes. In respect to 
navigation: yes. In respect to fish and wildlife; yes. In respect to 
recreation we cannot. 

Senator Caspr. You can on fish and wildlife ? 

Mr. McCarruy. Yes. 

Senator Casr. Has that always been true ? 

Mr. McCartny. Since 1946, since the act of 1946. (Publie Law 
732, 79th Cong.) 

Senator Casr. Well now, that leads me pretty directly to the specific 
question I want to ask you. My understanding is that those benefits 
were never accorded to the so-called Orman Dam on the Belle Fourche 
project, but that in 1947-48 there was an investigation made and a 
report made in June of 1950 which gave an annual evaluation for wild- 
life in the Belle Fourche project $53,000 on an annual basis, also an 
average annual fishery value of $16,000, or a total of $69,000 annual 
benefits, but that those have never been accorded to the Belle Fourche 
project. 

Mr. McCarruy. Well, I am not personally familiar with the Belle 
Fourche project, but the authority extends only to those projects 
which have been built since 1946; for anything that we constructed 
prior thereto it does not apply. 
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Senator Casr. Well, the Belle Fourche project is not a project that 
is paid out yet; in fact, it has been one of your problem projects, and 
I think it has been partly a problem project because at the time that 
the Orman Dam was constructed you could not even assign flood- 
control benefits. 

Mr. McCartruy. When, may I ask, was that constructed; do you 
know ? 

Senator Case. I think that was one of the very first projects that 
was constructed back about 1908 or 1909, between 1908 and 1912. 

Mr. McCarrnuy. Present legislation would not apply either to flood 
control or to fish and wildlife on those projects without further specific 
authorization by the Congress. 

Senator Case. Of course, the project has been added to, or there 
has been some supplemental work on it. In any event, the project 
has not yet paid out and the water users on the project have had a 
hard time; a lot of them went through foreclosure at one time for their 
inability to pay the water charges and, under conditions prevailing 
for agricultural prices the last few years, they are again in difficulty. 

What I am wondering is since it has not yet completed its pay- 
ment period, since it was constructed at a time when not even flood- 
control benefits were assigned, and when wildlife and fishery values 
were not recognized, if it would not be appropriate to apply these 
annual benefits so that you are not asking them to do what you are 
not asking projects currently authorized to do? 

Mr. McCarrny. That is a problem we run into many times with 
new legislation, how far it should be retroactive. 

Senator Case. It would not be retroactive if you merely applied it 
to the annual benefits. There are not benefits that were past benefits, 
I am not even suggesting that you go back and pick up past years, 
since this study that was made, and I understand the report was 
completed by June of 1950, since the report was made, at that time 
and since the estimate of benefits is on an annual basis and the benefits 
are current and continuing, why, during the balance of the repay- 
ment period those benefits should not be credited to the project on 
an annual basis. 

Mr. McCarrny. That is a policy question. My personal viewpoint 
is that it is appropriate that they should be, but that is a question 
that comes up many times, as I said, whether new legislation which 
provides new policies should be applied to existing projects, going 
projects, or not. 

enator Casg. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. Fine. You may proceed, Mr. McCarthy. 

Mr. McCarrny. I think of interest to the committee is a short 
analysis we made. It is not an extensive one. We took the provisions 
of your bill as we understood them and applied them to some 51 
existing reclamation projects. It would appear that on those the 
average writeoff of nonreimbursable costs as a result of applying this 
bill would be between 6 and 7 percent. It would vary between a frac- 
tion of 1 percent up to the maximum of 15 percent, but for the average 
it would come out between 6 and 7 percent. The analysis is based on 
the estimate of 1955 visitor days. 

Senator Kerr. Let me see if I understand now what you told me. 

If the provisions of this bill were enacted and made effective with 
reference to existing projects and therefore the result obtained that 
the recreational benefits would be taken into consideration and made 
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nonreimbursable, the effect would be to reduce the reimbursement 
requirement on other portions of the projects an average of 6 or 7 
percent ¢ 

Mr. McCarruy. Generally, yes; that is a fair understanding. 

Senator Kerr. Will you supply the tabulation you have just referred 
to for the record, Mr. McCarthy ¢ 

Mr. McCarruy. Yes; we can provide such a tabulation. 

Senator Kerr. Fine; that will be included in the record at this 
point. 

(The tabulation requested follows :) 


Estimated allocations of cost to recreation if provisions of S. 1164 were applied to 
51 existing reclamation projects 





























| Estimated 

allocation 3 

Total cost as Annual of cost to 

Project | of June 30, visitors ! recreation 

1956 1955 under pro- 

visions of 

S. 1164 
| 

W. ©. Austin, Ceinbotas: .-oo-. 2. ecoscecsee| $19/800,009 213,150 | $1, 800, 000 
SN I os 5 cence nankmdeinne RAabiaNgae tna haaenahet 282, 000 | 3, 000 42, 000 
nee, "Ts iS sn eA Sin i inhi o d5 «dd =<] 406, 000 | 15, 000 61, 000 
Belle Fourche, 8. Dak.._--._-.------ nkiddackadahuabeawanks 5, 800, 000 | 12, 000 310, 000 
Bitter Root, Mont_.._-- a Rcorininesksaentieoisintticncaiaieddeiietia inca 1, 030, 000 550 | 25, 000 
Plier SING OE. ois 6 5 cat cctpietiratnae< ten gh yp ss -eepmeb- | 64,271,000 | 68, 500 1, 900, 000 
Boulder Canyon, Ariz., Calif., Nev. (Hoover Dam)-.-..~..-.-.-.-- | 228, 700, 000 2, 675, 000 | 34, 300, 000 
RN otic ch 5 cewek os ssbb ct eee e nn bbe niin d sobiep 600, 000 5, 000 85, 000 
CII 34. ca pddonkiivaddedissewsen ictememen ..-| 42,910,000 | 250, 000 6, 000, 000 
Ce en 2, tn dadbbanediendanaalnetadns 5, 200, 000 | 33, 000 | 700, 000 
Conteh ee, Ren cntiias otha dbpnnacdecsbvedcayevesapsccdgues 513, 900, 000 | 1, 475, 000 35, 000, 000 
CST SI, CI. an ene wcscoctevanpentegnn 157, 800, 000 | 249, 000 | 6, 000, 000 
COOPMIOR IONS FV OUR ¢ . . 5 hn dds di ed deb howaside 489, 800, 000 | 813, 000 | 20, 000, 000 
DL Mtl 6 cei alsasbeyaieskiveenintnste 12, 280, 000 40, 800 | 1, 100, 000 
SM, OPO «a tn dad dono nkeiddistcedsesbeneddeeee bed d dail 5, 260, 000 1, 000 | 25, 000 
es ee ee ee 200, 000 2, 000 30, 000 
CE ac tn ot ew aia ea ab etennamplaanan ssa 810, 000 1, 500 | 40, 000 
Humboldt, Nev--..--- } 1, 200, 000 600 | 26, 000 
Hungry Horse, Mont-. 101, 600, 000 2,000 | 55, 000 
TNO, CR kd Bb le ele bn dstidwab cider usdowdentienduveredede 954, 000 25, 000 143, 000 
RS FA ad eal vs nek ddadantnbethnkdibpieimasebenh 30, 400, 000 , 000 250, 000 
Se) dadadhvacaniaeedees 14, 500, 000 101, 000 2, 100, 000 
Lewiston Orchards, Idaho. ..............----....---------.... 2, 500, 000 400 10, 000 
ES ik ites Pesinhtin dk Lge eddaiads tas tiaée okies 3, 900, 000 10, 000 280, 000 
Middle Rio Grande, N. Mex. ..-.....-...--.---- sndbitcokbbbe 16, 300, 000 1,000 25, 000 
eS eee ee eee on Chas cil Daa axles 30, 800, 000 | 983, 000 4, 600, 000 
Mirage Flats, Nebr......-.-.-- sk I eae Ola 3, 100, 000 | 16, 000 430, 000 
Doe Bae, TF) Ws wi ob oe i web bee cee ches de eee 1, 800, 000 | 15, 000 | 270, 000 
Nn ont, se tinesc see aebeibachowibnedateuun 7, 900, 000 | 22, 700 630, 000 
North Platte, Nebr__...--_-- dddadSb ha cael dhloddebced dnabieak 23, 100, 000 6, 100 150, 000 
[ERIE SPUN a odd occa nMogng tanto pptinetas<danthdidepraghis 860, 000 | 10, 000 | 129, 000 
Ogden River, Utah.........-..-.+---- cee caanndelsstadsVeashee 5, 000, 000 290, 000 750, 000 
QRMREEE, WOME 6 65 bin chien os wh ibn 5865s 568 steheeweass | 1, 500, 000 57, 000 | 226, 000 
CE EE od. i atdntincuden cede nsdiuaiabeshvntnamauae nl 2, 600, 000 10, 000 | 260, 000 
SE Sc ccaknadkedaennah eedanegatnbetaveenaunetin 19, 000, 000 10, 000 260, 000 
Pe I, Cid a Cob ibd cen asabbsinnewedseeaiaobhp enka 3, 500, 000. | 75, 000 | 520, 000 
te oo iw cmmaeehasi pean eee ies 32, 400, 000 | 200, 000 4, 500, 000 
eRe Veber s Bi TION: 0s « 6dce dade cwnh cen nississidatssucedade| 920, 000 15, 000 138, 000 
SE 0, Rt Oecd. Vinsinn 6daguennnminhyoekes dames | 26, 800, 000 65, 000 1, 700, 000 
Rivera, WW VOn<ssA  a ee dd | 21, 700,000 | 10, 000 260, 000 
de bk hil ss duds nice nab thanddd dines sa 20, 200, 000 262, 000 3, 000, 000 
San Luis Valley, Colo... UD alert chai tes tehtn nos 3, 900, 000 | 2; 000 | 50, 000 
OOM WU oa on So ink ein cs cen daa sem enséph pe tensbed ca 940,000 | 65, 000 142, 000 
on. nein cnn bahnmael wrmneatasaenmesieuel 21, 100, 000 | 750, 000 3, 170, 000 
Serameetny, Wamey, Cen as ads ho is edad ce 5 te 3, 500, 000 | 84, 000 520, 000 
OS EE aes ae oe eee ee 10, 100, 000 51, 000 1, 300, 000 
Truenés Seorage; Nev.-Calif. ..-...- 22226... es cceee ese ecet 1, 100, 000 | 1, 600 | 50, 000 
eS a ee ne ee ee ee 5, 300, 000 | 5,000 | 130, 000 
Re NA dain + hale ctactinbnes eebeberaebiinae® Seated 9, 000, 000 | 6, 000 | 150, 000 
VEN ON os ci ensnlbdgachdgdnennbicdabnssbbbudenadssksdee 4, 900, 000 | 3, 000 | 75, 000 
SN Wr i ids bttnd oe ods onhbablegiidasigdanndeebee 57, 200, 000 39, 000 1, 000, 000 
Os 55s bicididinlelinhltindddntetbbccdetsbbgerade’ 2, 031, 113, 000 iohickhtelladb aaiiel | 3 134, 716, 000 


! This column represents also the average annual recreation benefit in dollars computed as provided in 
8. 1164. 

2 Rough estimate, not based on detailed studies. 

3 Average allocation to recreation for 51 projects, 6.7 percent. 
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Mr. McCartny. I think the committee might be interested in a sum- 
mary of our present recreation use. 

I would like to have Mr. Struwe give you a brief presentation of our 
existing practices in the administration of, and describe the recreation 
development at, our existing projects. 

Senator Kerr. That would be fine; we would like to have that, Mr. 
Struwe. 

Mr. Struwe. At the present time we have 140 areas at reclamation 
reservoirs available for recreational use. At the request of the House 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs last year, we developed a 
folder here in which is included a listing of these areas, the location of 
the reservoirs, the facilities available, the estimated annual visitation, 
and the administering agencies. 

With respect to recreational matters and fish and wildlife matters 
at‘ reclamation reservoir areas we look to the other agencies of the 
Federal Government for guidance. 

‘In the sense of whether an area is of national significance or of local 
significance we look to the National Park Service. 

With respect to fish and wildlife we look to the United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service. 

Areas in national forests concern also the Forest Service and we 
look to that agency. 

Senator Kerr. Well now, then, what procedure has been used i 
evaluating benefits of recreational and fish and wildlife benefits in your 
reports generally ¢ 

Mr. Srruwe. In this folder we inquired about to see what the nor- 

mal expenditure of users of these areas might be. We have not en- 
deavored to make an evaluation of benefits as such. We look to the 
National Park Service for those types of evaluations. We do mention 
in this folder that if the total visitations of approximately 10 million 
persons per year spent about $6 per person per day in tr avel, in lodg- 
ing, in food, in boats, in tackle, or hunting equipment that there would 
be 1 represented an amount of about $60 million annually in business to 
both local and distant areas for the purchase of this equipment, the 
travel, and so on. 

Senator Kerr. Do you think that the figure of $1 a day economic 
benefit for each visitor-day at a recreational facility is a conservative 
estimate of the economic benefit of that visitor-day ¢ 

Mr. Srruwe. Sir, in my brief hunting trips and such T am unable 
to get by on a dollar a day. 

Senator Kerr. Well 

Mr. Srruwe. In terms of expenditure. As to an evaluation, that 
is something that probably this committee would like to—— 

Senator Case (interposing). Mr. Chairman, on that point. 

Mr. Srruwe (continuing). Provide a basis. 

Senator Case. You recall the other day I made the observation that 
I thought it was difficult to use a single dollar yardstick and apply it 
for facilities in all sections of the country. Now, we have just been 
handed this little brochure, circular entitled “Reclamation’s Recrea- 
tional Opportunities,” put out by the United States Department of 
the Interior, Fred A. Seaton, Secretary; Bureau of Reclamation, W. A. 
Dexheimer, Commissioner, on the back page of that, the summary 
paragraph, I notice this sentence : . 
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Often the popularity of these reservoirs is enhanced by the fact that they 
are located in desert or dry sagebrush country and are the only large bodies 
of water available for recreation for many miles around. 

Now, I had never seen that before. 

Senator Kerr. I am trying to find that. 

Senator Casr. I had never seen this before this circular was handed 
to us a few minutes ago, but I think the Bureau has said there the 
point I tried to make yesterday with respect to using a single dollar 
a day. The value of a facility over here close to Atlantic City, N. J., 
the value of an additional reservoir close to Atlantie City, might 
not be very much from a recreational standpoint but if you puta lake 
out in the desert or dry sagebrush country, not only is the popularity 
enhanced but the value is enhanced. 

Senator Kurr. I thoroughly agree with that. I have here a copy 
of the speech made by General Itschner, Chief of the Engineers, on 
October 29, 1956, in which he made this statement: 

Though the question of evaluating recreation benefits will require much more 
study and experience it would seem that a satisfactory method could be based 
upon the concept of the benefit from a visitor-day of use. This value might 
be somewhere between 50 cents and $1.50 per visitor-day depending upon the 
type of use. 

I am fully in accord with the observation that it has a greater 
value in one place than another and I would be happy if we could 
write language into this bill that would recognize that and be con- 
sistent with that principle. 

I feel that in view of the fact that in the final analysis it has to 
be reduced to terms of dollars that we should either be specific as to 
the yardstick of measurement or that we should provide a minimum 
yardstick of measurement. 

Senator Casr. Well, Mr. Chairman, I think that in the amendment 
suggested by General Person yesterday he suggested the use of the 
phrase “the reasonable value of such visitor-day of use.” Maybe that 
is too much discretion, and I do not want to labor the point now. I 
think when we get to marking up the bill we can, since you had raised 
the question here with this witness and since we had this written 
statement here of the Bureau opinion, that the value or at least the 
popularity might be enhanced, I just thought it might be well to point 
out that the value is enhanced when it happens that the reservoir is 
located in a desert or dry sagebrush area. 

Senator Kerr. I would like for the witnesses, if they would, to 
provide the committee with, oh, a cowple of dozen copies of this folder, 
not that they might be put in the record but that they might be filed 
with the report so that they will be available to the committee when 
we have the bill before us for action. 

Mr. Srruwe. We will be glad to send additional copies. 

Senator Kerr. Fine. Did vou have any further remarks / 

Mr. Srruwe. Yes, sir. I believe it might be interesting to the com- 
mittee to point out that in handling reclamation reservoir areas we 
endeavor to transfer the administraion to other agencies, to those 
who are more directly concerned with recreational aspects. We 
have a memorandum of agreement with the National Park Service 
under which they negotiate with the State or local agencies for those 
areas that are of less than national significance looking to the transfer 
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by the Bureau of the area to the State or local agency for admin- 
istration and development. 

In the case of reservoirs in national forests we have a memorandum 
of understanding with the Forest Service under which we make those 
areas available to them for administration and development. 

Of the 140 areas listed in this folder, 42 have been transferred to 
other Federal agencies or administration, 27 to State agencies, 31 to 
local agencies represented largely by irrigation districts, and 40 re- 
main under the jurisdiction of the Bureau. We would be happy to 
transfer thet remaining 40 over as quickly as we can. 

Senator Kerr. Mr. McCarthy? 

Mr. McCartuy. I have one further bit of information which the 
committee may wish to know. It has only been within the past 3 
or 4 years that we have received any authority at all on recreation. 
The project authorizations over the past several years generally have 
provided for nonreimbursable minimum basic facilities. In 2 cases, 
I mentioned the Washita project and the other the Colorado Storage 
and participating projects, the authorizing legislation goes beyond 
minimum basic facilities and authorizes us to provide recreational 
facilities on a much larger, much more adequate basis. 

Senator Kerr. You feel personally that the principles and objec- 
tives of this legislation are good ? 

Mr. McCartny. Personally, I do; yes. 

Senator Kerr. Well, fine, Mr. McCarthy. We want to thank you 
and Mr. Struwe very much for your appearance here and the con- 
tribution you have made in the consideration of this legislation. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, before they leave I just want to make 
the observation that it is a dangerous thing for the morale of a com- 
mittee to distribute a circular as alluring as this one which you have 
just passed out and asked for additional copies. It is impossible for 
me to look at these strings of fish here at this time of the year without 
getting spring fever. 

Senator Kerr. I was just looking here at a picture of the speed- 
boat races on the Angostura Reservoir in South Dakota that made 
quite an impression on me. 

Senator Case. I fished down there and caught more perch in half 
an hour than I was supposed to catch so I had to share with the 
person who was with me. [ Laughter. ] 

Senator Kerr. I have once or twice been the recipient in a situation 
of that kind; I still have an ambition to become the donor. 

I see here, Mr. Hoisveen and Mr. Frederickson from North Dakota. 
Now, would it be putting you gentleman to any inconvenience if we 
heard you in the morning ? 

Mr. Hoisveen. No, sir; that would be fine. 

Senator Kerr. Very good then. 

Is Mr. Sieker here? 

Mr. Srexer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. How long would it take you to give us the benefit of 
your views on this matter ? 

Mr. Srexer. I think I could cover it in 5 or 10 minutes, Senator. 

Senator Kerr. All right, sir; come around and have a seat. 
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STATEMENT OF JOHN H. SIEKER, CHIEF, DIVISION OF RECREATION 
AND LAND, UNITED STATES FOREST SERVICE 


Mr. Smxer. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name 
is John Sieker, I am Chief of the Division of Recreation and Lands of 
the United States Forest Service, Department of Agriculture. 

The Department of Agriculture was not requested to make a report 
on these bills and does not have an official position nor has the Bureau 
of the Budget been consulted. 

I do not have a prepared statement. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, at that point may I say though, I 
asked the staff if they would ask the Forest Service to have someone 
come up because it occurred to me that there might be some ways in 
which this legislation might impinge or at least have contact with 
this whole policy that has already been elaborated or mentioned here 
by both the Bureau here this morning and the State forest where you 
have these reservoirs constructed within national forest. lands, so I 
think we do want the benefit and I hope Mr. Sieker will feel free to go 
ahead and give us a response to our invitation to him to appear, to 
give any comment that they may feel should be made with respect to 
the wording of our legislation or the purposes of it, or whatever occurs 
to him to provide, 

Mr. Sreker. Thank you, Senator Case, I can do that, give you my 
personal views. 

I would like to point out to the committee that this bill will affect 
national forest lands and the responsibilities of the Secretary of Agri- 
culture because some 1,500,000 acres of national forest Jand are now 
withdrawn for flood-control or reclamation purposes and it may be 
expected that in the future withdrawals of national forest lands for 
such purposes will increase. 

The Secretary of Agriculture is responsible for the administration 
of the national forests. He now has authority on national forest lands 
to do most of the things with respect to recreation that this bill would 
authorize the Secretary of the Army or the Secretary of the Interior 
to do. This bill would affect some 1,500,000 acres of national forest 
lands and it would authorize a duplicating administration by authoriz- 
ing the Corps of Engineers or the Bureau to develop recreation facili- 
ties on national forest lands in reservoir projects. 

Senator Kerr. Well now, if this bill had an amendment which made 
it clear that either that any authority herein given to the Army or 
Interior would be given to Agriculture or in view of your statement 
that the Secretary of Agriculture already has substantially this 
authority, if the bill made it clear that its provisions did not apply to 
the Department of Agriculture, then, or any lands in the national 
forests, did you say ? 

Mr. Srexer. In the national forests, yes; national forest lands. 

Senator Case. All you are concerned with, Mr. Sieker, is that we 
do not transfer from the Forest Service the administration of these 
facilities on national forest lands? 

Mr. Srexer. That is correct, sir; and we like the provision—I like 
the provisions of this bill and I certainly agree with some of the state- 
ments that have been made here that we need to recognize the recrea- 
tion needs of these things. 
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Senator Kerr. And the economic value ? 

Mr. Srexer. And the economic values, most certainly, sir. And we 
are in full agreement with that, but we do not believe that it would be 
desirable or in the public interest to have a dual administration. 

Senator Kerr. It was not the purpose of the authors of this legisla 
tion to accomplish that. 

Mr. Srmexer. And I do not have any language prepared that would 
accomplish that purpose, but I am sure we would be glad to consult 
with our lawyers. 

Senator Case. And with the committee staff. 

Mr. Srexer. And with your staff and work up something. 

(The matter referred to is as follows:) 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
FOREST SERVICE, 
Washington, D. C., March 13, 1957. 
Hon. Ropserr 8. Kerr, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Flood Control, Rivers and Harbors, 
Committee on Public Works, United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

Deak SENATOR KERR: At hearings this morning on 8S. 1164 and §. 1221 before 
your Subcommittee on Flood Control, Rivers, and Harbors of the Committee 
on Public Works, you requested John Sieker, Chief of our Division of Recreation 
and Land Uses, to supply certain amendatory language as a legislative service. 

Our understanding is that you wish language which would confer on the 
Secretary of Agriculture the same authority with respect to lands inside national- 
forest boundaries as would elsewhere he conferred in the bill on the Secretary 
of the Army and the Secretary of the Interior 

We believe your purpose could be accomplished by the addition of a new 
subsection (d) to section 5 of either bill. Following is suggested language: 

“(d) With respect to lands in any flood control, navigation, or reclamation 
project which are within the exterior boundaries of a national forest, the Sec. 
retary of Agriculture shall have the same authority as conferred elsewhere in 
this section upon the Secretary of the Army or the Secretary of the Interior, and 
with respect to such lands such authority shall be exercised only by the Secre 
tary of Agriculture.” 

This is sent you as a legislative service and without commitment as to the 
position of the Department. 

Sincerely yours, 
Epwarp C. CRAFTS, 
Assistant Chief. 

Senator Kerr. We would be happy if you would do that. 

Mr. Srexer. That is about the end of the statement. That is our 
only thought in advising the committee that this situation exists by 
reason of the fact that national forest lands may be withdrawn for 
flood-control and reclamation purposes and then I would like to add 
this: We do have the two memorandums of understanding with the 
Corps of Engineers and with the Bureau of Reclamation and they 
have worked exceedingly well and we would like to continue on 
exactly that same basis. I have a copy of those memorandums here 
that I can leave with you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. Leave it with the reporter but it will not be inserted 
in the record. 

Mr. Srexer. And you can see what I mean by the way those things 
work. Naturally, our activities do not interfere with the purpose of 
the project. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to say that one of the 
last little visits I made in the State before I came back here for this 
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session of Congress was that to the Pactola Reservoir which was con- 
structed by the Bureau of Reclamation. It is located within the Black 
Hills National Forest. The understanding that I had at the time was 
that funds had been transferred by the Bureau of Reclamation to the 
Forest Service in the amount of, oh, sixty or seventy thousand dollars 
and with that the division that Mr. Sieker heads constructed recrea- 
tional facilities and campground facilities and things like that on the 
jake and the people who lived in that area were so proud of them 
that they insisted that I had to go and see them even though we had to 
use the car lights that evening in order to see them. They spoke of 
them as the finest, cleanest, and most practically useful of any that they 
knew of, and I think that is a good example of how this thing can be 
worked out, under the memor andums of understanding. 

Mr. Stexer. Those funds were not transferred. 

Senator Casr. And what you are seeking to avoid by any sugges- 
tion of a modification of our language is to avoid transferring the 
jurisdiction of these lands back from the shoreline to the Bureau of 
Reclamation ? 

Mr. Srexer. That is correct. 

Senator Cass. I think we want to protect the bills on that point. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Mr. Sieker. 

Have we made arrangements for a representative of the National 
Park Service to appear here ? 

Mr. Murz. Yes. 

Senator Kerr. Can you return in the morning / 

We will be very appreciative and we will recess until 10 o’clock 
tomorrow morning. 

(Whereupon, at = 12 p. m., the subcommittee was adjourned to 
reconvene at 10 a.m. Thursday, March 14, 1957.) 
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THURSDAY, MARCH 14, 1957 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FLoop Con'rron, Rivers, AND HARsors, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10:10 a. m., in room 412, Senate Office 
Building, the Honorable Robert 8. Kerr (chairman of the subcom- 
mittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Kerr (presiding), Gore, and Neuberger. 

Senator Kerr. The committee will come to order. 


Mr. Fred J. Fredrickson. 


STATEMENT OF FRED J. FREDERICKSON, NORTH DAKOTA WATER 
CONSERVATION COMMISSION 


Mr. Freprrickson. Before reading my statement, Mr. Chairman, 
may I present a letter from Senator Young, together with a resolu- 
tion adopted by our legislature endorsing your S. 1164. 

Senator Kerr. Very good. We are happy to have both. 

Mr. Freprerickson. And a letter from our Governor, the Honorable 
John E. Davis of North Dakota, endorsing this legislation ; a letter 
from the State engineer, North Dakota State Water Conservation 
Commission, also endorsing the legislation; and another letter from 
the State engineer with a copy of a resolution from the State water 
commission endorsing the bill. 

Senator Kerr. That is wonderful, Mr. Frederickson. 

Those will be included in the record. 

(The items referred to are as follows:) 

UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY, 
March 11, 1957. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


Chairman, Senate Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DeaR SENATOR CHAVEZ: It is my understanding that a subcommittee of the 
Senate Committee on Public Works will hold hearings tomorrow on Senate bill 
1164 sponsored by Senators Kerr and Monroney. 

This bill is of great interest to the people of North Dakota. My State, like 
many other States, is unable to undertake by itself the construction of many of 
the costly projects to conserve our water resources. This bill, which would 
provide for the evaluation of recreational benefits resulting from the develop- 
ment of reservoir areas of navigation, flood control, and irrigation projects on 
a nonreimbursable basis, would be of great help in the construction of many 
projects in my area. It seems entirely reasonable that recreational benefits 
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should be considered because these projects do result in added recreational 
areas which are enjoyed by many people. 

It is a pleasure for me to enclose a copy of a resolution adopted by the North 
Dakota State Legislature in support of this bill. It is my hope, Senator Chavez, 
that your committee will see fit to take favorable action on it. I would greatly 
appreciate it if this letter, and the attached resolution, would be made a part 
of the hearings on this bill. 

With warmest personal regards. 

Sincerely yours, 
MILTON R. YouNG. 


THIRTY-FIFTH LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY, STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA 


Begun and Held at the Capitol in the City of Bismarck, on Tuesday, the Eighth 
Day of January, One Thousand Nine Hundred and Fifty-Seven 


SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION “U-—U” 
(Trenbeath, Johnson, Roen and Erickson, Meidinger, Krause, Schrock, and Kee) 


A CONCURRENT RESOLUTION Memorializing the Congress of the United States that 
the Legislative Assembly of North Dakota favors the passage and approval of Senate 
bill 1164, providing for the evaluation of recreational benefits on a nonreimbursable 
basis resulting from the construction of flood control, navigation or reclamation projects 
as an integral part of project planning, and for other purposes 


Whereas Senate bill 1164, introduced in the Senate of the United States, 85th 
Congress, Ist session, by Senators Kerr and Monroney of Oklahoma, provides 
for the evaluation of public benefits for recreational purposes on ar nonreimbur- 
sable basis, resulting from the development of the reservoir areas of flood 
control and navigation projects constructed by the Corps of Engineers of the 
United States Army or projects constructed by the Bureau of Reclamation, and 

Whereas the passage and approval of Senate bill 1164 will promote national 
welfare, as well as confer State and local benefits, by providing for the de- 
velopment and improvement of reservoir areas of projects constructed by the 
Corps of Engineers of the United States Army or by the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate of the State of North Dakota, the House of Representa- 
tives concurring therein: 

That the Legislative Assembly of the State of North Dakota does hereby ex- 
press its approval of Senate bill 1164 and urges its adoption and approval: be it 
further 

Resolved, That the secretary of state be, and he is hereby, directed to mail 
copies of this resolution to Senators Kerr and Monroney of Oklahoma and to 
each of our Senators and Representatives in Congress. 

CLYDE DUFFY, 
President of the Senate. 

Vic GILBREATH, 
Secretary of the Senate. 

BEN WOLF, 

Speaker of the House. 

GERALD L. STaIr, 

Chief Clerk of the House. 


STATE OF NortTH DAKOTA, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Bismarck, March 8, 1957. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Mr. CHAVEZ: My attention has been called to Senate bill 1164, introduced 
in the United States Senate by Senators Kerr and Monroney of Oklahoma, pro- 
viding for the evaluation of recreational benefits on a nonreimbursable basis, 
as an integral part of project planning, resulting from the construction of flood- 
control and navigation projects by the United States Corps of Army HNngineers 
or projects established by the Bureau of Reclamation. The legislature has 
approved a resolution favoring passage and approval of this bill and the State 
water conservation commission has also adopted a resolution expressing approval 
thereof. 
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Senators Kerr and Monroney of Oklahoma deserve public commendation for 
their recognition of the obvious fact that the reservoirs of dams built by the 
Corps of the United States Army Engineers, or of dams constructed by the 
Bureau of Reclamation, provide recreational benefits for the public. It is clear 
that the evaluation of benefits resulting from the development of the reservoir 
areas of dams constructed by the Corps of Engineers or constructed by the 
3ureau of Reclamation should, to the extent provided in Senate bill 1164, be on 
a nonreimbursable basis. 

You are privileged to make copies of this letter available to Senators Kerr 
and Monroney and present it at the hearing on the bill. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN E. Davis, Governor. 


Norru Daxora STATE WATER CONSERVATION COMMISSION, 
Bismarck, N. Dak., March 8, 1957. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Cuavez: I have read with much interest Senate bill 1164 introduced 
in the United States Senate by Senators Kerr and Monroney of Oklahoma, which 
provides for the evaluation of recreational benefits on a nonreimbursable basis, 
resulting from the development of reservoir areas of navigation, flood-control 
and irrigation projects. It certainly appears logical that the benefit-to-cost 
ratio of water impounding projects should be evaluated on the basis of all 
benefits afforded the public and should include the recreation made available. 
This is particularly true in North Dakota and in many other Midwestern States, 
where outdoor facilities for recreation, such as swimming, boating, and fishing 
are scattered and often not readily available. 

Tourists from bordering nations and bordering States are encouraged to stop 
when recreational facilities are available. Here in North Dakota we find that 
travelers stop and rest and take advantage of water suitable for swimming and 
boating. 

Recreational benefits have been considered of a local nature. However, it is 
self-evident that when dams are built by the United States Corps of Engineers, 
or by the Bureau of Reclamation, the recreational benefits resulting from develop- 
ment of the reservoirs thereof are self-evident. And, consequently, the evaluation 
of navigation, flood-control and irrigation projects should take into consideration 
the recreational benefits nationally as well as locally. Senate bill 1164 is in my 
opinion excellent legislation. The bill should be favorably considered. It should 
be enacted into law. 

Sincerely yours, 
Mito W. HOoIsvEEN, 
Neeretary and Chief Engineer, State Engineer. 


NortH DaKkora STATE WATER CONSERVATION COMMISSION, 


SENATOR KERR, 
Senator of Oklahoma, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR Kerr: Enclosed herein is a resolution passed by the North 
Dakota State Water Conservation Commission favoring the early passage of 
Senate bill 1164. Our commission is highly in favor of this bill and wish to 
commend you on presenting this beneficial legislation. 

Sincerely yours, 
MiILo W. Horsveen, 
Secretary and Chief Engineer, State Engineer. 


RESOLUTION 


Memorializing Congress that the North Dakota State Water Conservation 
Commission favors the passage and approval of Senate bill 1164, introduced by 
Senators Kerr and Monroney, of Oklahoma, providing for the evaluation of 
recreational benefits on a nonreimbursable basis, as an integral part of project 
planning and for other purposes, resulting from the construction of flood control, 
navigation, or reclamation projects. 
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Whereas Senators Kerr and Monroney of Oklahoma have introduced in the 
Senate of the United States, 85th Congress, 1st session, Senate bill 1164, pro- 
viding for the evaluation of public benefits for recreational purposes on a non- 
reimbursable basis, resulting from the development of the reservoir areas of 
flood control and navigation projects constructed by the Corps of Engineers of 
the United States Army or projects constructed by the Bureau of Reclamation, 


and 

Whereas opportunities for recreation such as swimming, fishing, and for other 
water sports, afforded by reservoirs of dams constructed by the Corps of United 
States Engineers or by the Bureau of Reclamation, are recognized and utilized 
by the public; and 

Whereas passage and approval of Senate bill 1164 will promote the national 
welfare as well as confer State and local benefits: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolwed, That the North Dakota State Water Conservation Commission does 
hereby express its approval of Senate bill 1164 and urges its passage and 


approval; be it further . 
Resolwed, That the secretary of the commission is directed to mail copies of 


this resolution to our Senators and Representatives in Congress and to Senators 
Kerr and Monroney of Oklahoma. 

Mr. Frevricxson. Mr. Chairman, my name is Fred J. Fredrickson, 
and my home is in Valley City, N. Dak. 

I represent the North Dakota State Water Conservation Commis- 
sion and at its direction appear in support of S. 1164. This commis- 
sion, of which the governor is chairman and the State engineer is 
secretary and chief engineer, is the official State agency having author- 
ity and general jurisdiction over the water resources in my State. 

North Dakota is vitally interested in and deeply concerned with the 
development, conserv ation, and beneficial use of all of her waters. 
The commission favors and advocates the construction of dams and 
reservoirs on all rivers and streams in the State wherever feasible in 
order to better conserve, manage, and utilize the precious water 
resource for which the demand is ‘steadily increasing. 

Like many other States, North Dakota is by herself alone unable 
to undertake construction of costly works for these purposes. Federal 
sponsorship with such cooperation and participation as may be within 
the means of local interests appear to be the only way in which our 
water resources can be beneficially developed. 

I believe it can be said that most of the less costly water projects in 
the Nation have already been accomplished. Those remaining will 
have high price tags. On the present basis for evaluating benefits to 
cost, a great many “urgently needed projects show a lack of economic 
feasibility. Application of the provisions in 8. 1164 in the planning 
of potential water projects would in most instances mean the difference 
between a feasible and an infeasible proposal. 

Almost without exception, every water development project has 
some potential recreational benefits. It seems only reasonable that such 
benefits ought to and should be considered and made an integral part 
of project planning, and that the estimated cost of the project alloc- 
able under the provisions and limitation of the bill to recreational 
benefits should be nonreimbursable and nonreturnable. 

It is my further belief, Mr, Chairman, that public works having 
recreational features are in themselves an invitation to the public 
to come and enjoy them. Their sponsors must assume the correspond- 
ing ey of providing not less than the minimum basic public 
use and safety facilities, such as access roads, sanitary installations, 
safe water supplies, parking areas, fences, boat docks, beaches, and 
related improvements. 
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According to my interpretation of the provisions of this bill I am 
led to believe that author ity to provide, develop, and operate recrea- 
tional features of projects for flood control, navigation, and reclama- 
mation would extend to federally sponsored projects which already 
have been, are now being, or will hereafter be constructed. 

Adoption by Congress of S. 1164 would be a significant forward 
step. It is the hope “of the agency I represent as well as my own that 
this bill will come to pass. 

Thank you for the opportunity to present these views. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Mr. Fredrickson. I want to 
especially thank you for your patience and forebearance in staying 
over and making this presentation personally. 

Mr. Freprickson. I appreciate your problems. 

Senator Kerr. Miss Doris Carlton, National Park Service. Come 
right up here, Miss Carlton. 


STATEMENT OF MISS DORIS CARLTON, NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Miss Caruron. I do not have a prepared statement because the 
Department has not reported on it yet. 

Senator Kerr. I never saw anyone I believe that appeared to be 
better qualified to express herself without the crutch of a prepared 
statement to lean on and we will be happy to have you proceed in 
your own way. 

Miss Carron. Fine. I am an economist in recreation resource 
planning at the National Park Service and we have been working 
for some time on the subject of evaluating recreation benefits so that 
is the phase of the bill in which I am interested. 

In 1936, Congress passed an act for a study of parkway and rec- 
reation areas to provide adequately for recreation needs for the coun- 
try and under the authority of that act; we have been proceeding 
for some time in what is really a very difficult subject because I do 
not believe there is much question as to there being an economic 
benefit from recreation but since it is intangible, it is ‘like most sub- 
jects in the field of social economics, it is very difficult to measure it. 

Senator Kerr. I wonder if it would be just as accurate to say that 
the benefit is very definite, concrete, and tangible but that the working 
out of an exact formula of evaluation in terms of dollars and cents 
involves quite a number of intangible elements? 

Miss Caruton. That is very true and much better than I would 
say it. 

So, we have tried a number of approaches and as you were told 
yesterday by Mr. McCarthy, from the Bureau of Reclamation, we 
are trying to get around to the type of measurement that you have 
in the bill, calculating attendance, estimating what the probable at- 
tendance will be, and assigning a dollar value to these recreation 
uses. 

The previous method, the one that has been in existence, has been 
used since 1950 and on a large number of reports; we have made 800 
reports or studies on reservoir projects. I do not believe it covers 
that many reservoir projects. 

Senator Kerr. Does it mean that many facilities have recreational 
elements as a part of them ? 
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Miss Caruton. No; I revised my statement because some of those 
are more than one study on the same project. Now, when I speak 
of a project, it is a plan. A good many of them have never mate- 
rialized, of course. 

Senator Kerr. All of them have been in relation to 

Miss Cartron. To a water-control project that was under con- 
sideration and to determine whether you would have a gain or a loss 
in terms of recreation opportunities from the construction of the 
project because sometimes you do lose scenic or recreation opportu 
nities by flooding an area but ordinarily, in many cases, you do find 
that benefit would accrue especially in an area where there is not too 
much water-connected recreation and that does, in any study we have 
made, turn out to be one of the most desired types of recreation. 1 
think anybody can observe that. 

So, in those studies, it has been very important to try to measure 
that benefit in terms that would be comparable to other costs and 
benefits which does require you to make the difficult step of translat- 
ing satisfactions from recreation into dollars and cents. 

We were also interested in development of recreation opportunities 
at reservoirs because we are now undertaking a study for developing 
a national recreation plan and we feel that reservoir recreation is one 
of the very important facets of providing adequately for needed rec- 
reation opportunities. 

Senator Kerr. If J may interrupt, I understand you to be addressing 
yourself to some extent to the value to the participant / 

Miss Carnron. That is what we consider in recreational ac tivity. 
That is what we consider the primary benefit from recreation, the 
benefit tothe user. There is, of course, an associated benefit and that is 
the benefit that derives to hotels, restaurants, filling stations, boat 
service operations, and soon. We try to distinguish those. 

Senator Kerr. I wonder if your study has recognized or gone for- 
ward on the assumption that nec reational activities resulting from the 
building and development of these projects generate industri: itl activit \ 
not only in the immediate area of the facility but across the Nation? 

Miss C ARLTON. There has not been too much of that so far because 
the big growth in use of reservoirs for recreation has come since the 
war and. quite a while after the war really before there were so many 
cars, that is, a larger number of cars and the shorter working hours 
and longer paid vacations which have all made a difference. 

Senator Kerr. You are an economist / 

Miss Caruron. Yes. 

Senator Kerr. Is it not an accurate assumption that anything which 
generates industrial activity has economic value? 

Miss Carron. Definitely. 

Senator Kerr. I believe that the Army engineers reported, was it 
71 million visitor-days at projects under their Sanen einen last year ¢ 

Miss Caruron. Seventy million expected— about 70 million for 
1956, I think they said, and up to 100 million by 1960. 

Senator Kerr. Now, the Bureau of Reclamation— 

Miss Caruron. That is a smaller figure. That is just under 10 
million. 

Senator Kerr. Do you have a figure for the national parks and the 
national forests ? 
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Miss Caruron. Well, the figure for areas administered by the Na- 
tional Park Service last year was 55 million. That included national 
parks and monuments. 

Senator Kerr. But not national forests under the jurisdiction of 
Agriculture ¢ 

‘Miss Carron. National forests—well, my rough impression is that 
it is around 45 million now. 

Senator Kerr. Isn’t that a tremendous transfusion of economic ac- 
tivity into the bloodstream of the Nation’s industrial progress? 

Miss Carron. It is indeed and very often that imerease within 
the vicinity of the recreation opportunity is one of the more important 
resources. Fortunately, the country seems to have been divided up 
so that a country that may not have too good soil for agriculture, 
may have wonderful recreation possibilities, so it does provide a very 
important source of income. 

We have not given it too much consideration in studies of recrea- 
tion of reservoirs and that is really because you can’t make use of 
that benefit in order to determine what the benefits are. I mean under 
the rules you have to operate on what is considered a secondary benefit. 

Senator Kerr. Your group has not studied the dollar value of that 
activity ? 

Miss Cartton. We have not in connection with any reservoirs. 
There have been estimates made in the case of some reservoirs but not 
on the basis of very detailed studies. We have made studies at Na- 
tional Park, several of those, or have cooperated on those studies with 
State highway departments and with the Bureau of Public Roads 
and have found a tremendous dollar value accruing to the State in 
which the area was located. 

Senator Kerr. Well now, I put into the record here yesterday a 
quotation by the Chief of Engineers indicating that in his judgment, 
there was a dollar value per visitor-day at these recreation facilities 
and he indicated that it must be somewhere between 50 cents and a 
dollar and a half a day for a visitor-day. 

Miss Caruron. In terms of expenditures, there have been scattered 
studies made by various people and ordinarily the average expendi- 
tures, well, that would be a very conservative estimate. 

Senator Kerr. Average expenditures, as I understood it, were esti- 
mated to run from $6 to $10 a day. 

Miss Caruton. It depends on the reservoir pretty much. 

Senator Kerr. I was looking at a kind of overall average. 

Miss Caruron. Some of them where the fishing is poor and all local 
use, very little expenditure reported, but or dinarily, anywhere from 
$5 to $10 would be a reasonable estimate. 

Senator Kerr. Now, the bill proposes a formula that would fix 
a dollar per day value on the unit of use, that is, per day of use by 
individuals. In the light of your thought and study on the value 
to the participant, aside from any national considerations, as well as 
the industrial activity generated, would you care to express an 
opinion as to what you think of the dollar-a- -day figure? 

Miss Caruron. I would be glad to. I have spent a good deal of 
time trying to figure out what “dollar value you should assign to this 
purpose. I have, in fact, worked on tabulations considerably where 
we tried to make a computed market value in terms of what the ad- 
mission fees might be if admissions were charged on the basis of 
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Office of Price Stabilization data and other data at privately owned 
recreational facilities and we have a figure that, on the basis of 1951 
data, you might say, could be valued at $1.41 a day. That is in terms 
of the various costs of different types of recreation and the propor- 
tions of people that normally participate so that it is a weighted 
average. 

We have distributed to our field offices a formula, a proposed 
formula, for suggestions in which we raise that $1.41 a day to $1.60 
on the basis of changes in the consumer price index since 1951 and 
so I have some basis, I think, for saying what I think of the dollar 
a day and I think it is an excellent figure. 

Senator Kerr. You think it is conservative? 

Miss Carton. I think it is very conservative. I think there have 
been enough studies to indicate that that amount could easily be 
justified because there have been studies that indicate you could put 
a higher value and recreation use expands so fast that you get to 
fantastic figures unless you use a very conservative figure. 

There is another thing, no matter what method you use for trying 
to figure what recreation is worth to the participant, you are bound 
to come up with an arbitrary figure. You have to make a number 
of assumptions. 

Senator Kerr. There is no exact method whereby you can measure 
it ¢ 

Miss Caruron. There really is no way you can measure it. What 
people spend for recreation depends on what money they have and it 
depends on what type of interests they have and what facilities are 
available. I think it is very well to recognize that there must. be 
arbitrary assumptions in setting a dollar value and I think it shows 
up very clearly if you use the straight figure of a dollar. You do not 
know whether we are going to have inflation or deflation, whether 
the dollar is going to be worth $2 or 25 cents eventually but I see no 
point in trying to adjust it in short terms of the change of the value 
of money. 

Senator Kerr. We recognize that we have to have a starting place 
if we are going to initiate the program and that it will be subject to 
the continuing observation of the Congress and any change that 
would seem to be indicated in the future. 

Miss CaruTon. That is right and there is a growing interest in 
recreation and there are bound to be further approaches used in try- 
ing to study it and I think as a starting point, it is a very good figure. 

Senator Kerr. In your observation of these recreation facilities, 
you say that the increase in use is phenomenal] ? 

Miss Caruron. It is. 

Senator Kerr. Do you believe, or have you seen in the field—have 
you found any recreational facility, the use of which has reached 
what you might call the saturation point ? 

Miss Cariton. You mean in terms of overuse of the area, not in 
terms of people ? 

Senator Kurr. In terms of it being used by as many people to as 
great an extent as the specifications of the facility would permit? 

Miss Caruron. Oh, yes, indeed. One of the attendance figures that 
I did not think of giving you when you asked about parks and forests 
was State parks. We keep information on the State park agencies 
also that we report, and in 1955 there were about 88 million visitor- 
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days of use of State parks reported to the National Park Service. 
Well, if you add that and the rest of them, it is obvious that the 
facilities are being calscnninek 

You have had the mission 66 brought to your attention, the plan of 
the National Park Service to bring ‘the parks up to the point where 
they can meet the load that they are expected to have in 1966 and 
which was necessary because they were overcrowded and in the State 
park field, we found the same thing. 

There are several States that have introduced plans, somewhat 
based on mission 66, because their facilities are completely over- 
crowded. 

Senator Kerr. In other words, the response of the people in using 
them is beyond what anyone would believe if they had not seen it? % 
Isn’t that about your conclusion ? 

Miss Cartton. That is true. It just keeps pyramiding and in 
terms of every estimate you have on working hours, on shortening the 
workweek, on increasing the amount of paid vacations, on forec asts 
of the number of automobiles that are going to be on the road in 
plans for better highways, it is obvious that the trend is definitely up. 
We are going to be in an even more serious condition if we do not make 
use of all possible resources. 

Senator Kerr. You think that the road program now getting under- 
way will cause further impetus to this increase? 

Miss Caruron. Well, anything that makes it possible for people to 
get out and better highways that makes it possible for you to go far- 
ther in the same length of time, always seems to spur travel. 

Senator Kerr. Well, that is certainly mighty fine, Miss Carlton. 
Do you have any further observations to put in the record? 

Miss Caruron. I do not believe so. 

Senator Kerr. Well, I certainly want to thank you for your good 
contribution and for ary patience in waiting. 

Miss Cartron. Oh, I found it very interesting. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you. 

Mr. William E. Welsh, representing National Reclamation Associa- 
tion. Good morning, Mr. Welsh. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM E. WELSH, REPRESENTING NATIONAL 
RECLAMATION ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Wetsn. Mr. Chairman, I have a prepared statement but I do 
not believe that it is necessary to take up your time to read the 
statement, 

My name is William E. Welsh. I am secretary-manager of the 
National Reclamation Association. 

Senator Kerr. Mr. Welsh, we have a very high regard for your 
organization and for you and we will just be very glad to have the 
benefit either of your summarization or your full Statement. 

Mr. Wetsu. I would like to make a few comments, if I might, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. What you want to do is let your statement. be in- 
serted in the record ? 

Mr. Wetsu. Yes; and then make a few comments. 

Senator Kerr. Your statement will be made a part of the recor. 
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(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM E. WELSH, SECRETARY-MANAGER, NATIONAL RECLAMATION 
ASSOCIATION 


My name is William E. Welsh. I am secretary-manager of the National 
Reclamation Association, an organization that has active membership from each 
of the 17 Western States. 

I am very happy to appear here in support of S. 1164. As I interpret this bill, 
it would accomplish several objectives which have long been sought by our 
association. In order to set forth clearly our position on these questions I am 
inserting herewith two standing resolutions of the association—Resolutions 
No. 13 and No. 33—adopted at the annual meeting of the association at Lin- 
coln, Nebr., in 1955. At our meeting in Salt Lake City last fall the report of 
the resolutions committee, which was adopted by the entire membership 
present, stated ‘When the association adopts a resolution it remains the policy 
of the association until it is rescinded or amended.” Thus these resolutions 
adopted at Lincoln, Nebr., in 1955, are still in full force and effect. 





RESOLUTION NO. 15 


(Detinition of Nonreimbursables ) 


Whereas the costs allocated to flood control, navigation, and fish and wild- 
life benefits are now authorized by law as nonreimbursables ; and 

Whereas many water development and reclamation projects provide recrea- 
tional, salinity control, sediment control, public transportation, protection of 
public health, promotion of national defense, and fulfillment of international 
obligation benefits which are of more value to a river basin and the Nation as a 
whole, than they are to the irrigation water users under the projects; and 

Whereas it is no more logical to make the local irrigation water users pay 
for these benefits to the region and the Nation than it would be to make them 
pay for flood control, navigation, and fish and wildlife benefits which are now 
nonreimbursables : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the National Reclamation Association favors the authoriza- 
tion by Congress of: (1) recreational, (2) general salinity control, (3) sediment 
control, (4) public transportation, (5) protection of public health, (6) promo- 
tion of national defense, and (7) fulfillment of international obligations benefits 
as nonreimbursables on Federal water development projects to the full extent of 
the national interest. 


RESOLUTION NO. 33 


(Recreational Areas) 


Whereas Federal agencies and others are constructing a large number of res- 
ervoirs on and contiguous to federally owned land suitable for public recreation ; 
and 

Whereas it is essential that access to such areas and minimum recreation 
facilities for the use of the public be established, in order to permit public use, 
enjoyment, and development of the recreational potentialities created by such 
reservoirs: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the National Reclamation Association support legislation to 
provide for financing the development of minimum basic recreational facilities 
on federally owned or acquired lands suitable for public recreation and adjacent 
to permanent reservoirs, provided that recreational values shall, in all cases, be 
and remain subservient to the full use and control for and by the agency for 
which such reservoirs shall have been constructed. 

The objectives set forth in the above resolutions, it would appear to me, are 
very much in agreement with the policy which would be established by the bill 
S. 1164, which is before your committee for your consideration. 

The National Reclamation Association over a long period of years has been on 
record in favor of such a progrim. In 1949 a bill was adopted by the National 
Reclamation Association legislative committee and representatives of the Bureau 
of Reclamation working together. This bill became known as H. R. 1770 in the 
8ist Congress. The bill was subsequently approved by the board of directors and 
the membership of the association in annual convention. Witnesses who appeared 
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before the House committee in support of this bill on behalf of the National 
Reclamation Association included the following who were officers at that time: 
Harry E. Polk, president ; Don McBride, secretary-manager ; and Judge Clifford H. 
Stone, vice president and chairman of the legislative committee. At this point 
I would like to insert in my statement an excerpt from that bill pertaining to 
recreational facilities as follows: 


EXCERPT FROM H. R. 1770, 81ST CONGRESS 


“The Secretary, to the extent he deems it consistent with the primary purposes 
served by the project, is authorized to investigate, construct, operate, and main- 
tain, and, subject to such terms and conditions as he shall require, permit the 
coustruction, maintenance, and operation of recreational facilities immediately 
adjacent to the dum structures in reclamation projects and, in consultation with 
States or local subdivisions thereof, to investigate and plan for the preservation 
of the recreation potential of the reservoir area. The Secretary is further au- 
thorized to acquire lands, and to withdraw public lands from entry and other 
disposition under the public land laws, necessary to preserve for recreational 
purposes such areas as are specifically designated for such purposes in the au- 
thorized plan: Provided, That no land shall be acquired by the Secretary where 
he finds that the public interest in the designated recreational areas is protected 
by State or local zoning or other appropriate action. The Secretary is author- 
ized to lease such lands, including structures and facilities thereon, preference 
being given to Federal, State, and local governmental agencies, on such terms and 
under such conditions as in his opinion will best promote the development of the 
designated recreational areas in the public interest and as are consistent with 
the primary purposes of the project. Expenditures made pursuant to this para- 
graph shall be nonreimbursable, and any revenues received shall be deposited in 
the general fund in the Treasury.” 

It will be noted that under the above provision of H. R. 1770 the Secretary 
would have been “authorized to acquire lands, and to withdraw lands from entry 
and other disposition under the public land laws, necessary to preserve for 
recreational purposes such areas as are specifically designated for such purposes 
in the authorized project plan.” 

I have been wondering if it wouldn’t be advisable to have some such language 
included in S. 1164 in order to give the Secretary authority to acquire lands 
where necessary. The question of the lack of authority for the Secretary to 
ucquire lands under the proposed bill was specifically raised by the director of 
our association from the State of South Dakota. 

Another point that has bothered me is a question as to whether the provi- 
sions of 8. 1164 would be applicable to projects already authorized or under 
construction. That is also a matter of concern to the director of our association 
from the State of South Dakota. 

On behalf of the National Reclamation Association | wish to express to the 
sponsors of this legislation my sincere appreciation for the interest they have 
shown and the initiative they have taken in the preparation and support of this 
legislation. As indicated in the NRA resolution quoted above (No. 13) there are 
numerous reservoirs constructed in connection with Reclamation projects all 
over the western half of the United States which have contributed very greatly 
to recreational benefits and those benefits go not only to the people living in 
the immediate vicinity but to the river basin and the Nation as a whole. 

As an indication of the extent to which these Reclamation reservoirs are 
being used by the general public for recreational purposes, | am attaching to 
my statement a tabulation which was reproduced from our Reclaination News, 
May 1956. This tabulation shows the number of visitors annually to all of 
these various Reclamation reservoirs. When it is realized that most of these 
reservoirs are located in the very sparsely settled areas of the United States, 
these figures then become really impressive. 

Again, Mr. Chairman, I wish to thank you and the members of your com- 
mittee and those who have joined with you in bringing out for consideration this 
legislation which would anthorize proper recognition of the national yulue of 
recreational facilities in connection with the water resource projects of the 
Nation. 

Respectfully submitted. 

WILLTAM EK. WeLsn, 
Secretaryu-Manager, National Reclamation Association. 
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Recreational opportunities enjoyed by millions of Americans—Bureau of Reclama- 


tion reservoirs used for recreational purposes, 1955 * 








State Project Name of lake Acres | Visitors 
| annually 
' 

Arizona-California Boulder Canyon. - ----- | Havasu Lake... buon 45, 761 | 171, 233 
| of EB ROS Ho oh _ aaa | Imperial Reservoir 7, 500 | 62, 000 
Arizona-Nevada....-- Sat ees ae | Lake Mead_-_.........- 163, 000. | 2, 675, 371 
California... ..._...- CR ence ce | Cachuma Reservoir. __- 3,100 | 250,000 
Do-. ......| Central Valley. -...2.--- | Folsom Reservoir -- 11, 400 | 400, 000 
DOl itis... 0554: \-- AID, eae 23 5 - .; Lake Natoma...-.. 510 25, 000 

kei on. te eed | pple | Shasta Lake___.__- 29,600 | 439, 000 
Do. | Klamath._______- _| Tule Lake Sump 37,340 | 30,000 
Colorado _.| Big Thompson_. -| Carter Lake-_-.__.....-- 1, 158 | 25, 000 
1 Dar weast ails [tee do..........-.-...-..| Horsetooth Reservoir - ; she 1,899 40, 000 
TO tes cok Delia do. ¥ Shadow Mountain Lake_____..-_-- 8,593 | 156, 208 
ne eee Renin. | Willow Creek Reservoir_______- _| 303 10, 000 
me. sii Zits | MamGoe. 01.22. 222.0 0.- | Jackson Gulch Reservoir... _-- 200 10, 000 

WIS sath eats 30k k St. Francis unit__.....-- Bonny Reservoir___..._...--.. 2,040 | 130,000 
NOOR. nc 5<n03 + cavities Rahs chia ncble her vi | Anderson Ranch Reservoir.._- 4, 700 | 15, 000 
ence bP ee Arrowrock Reservoir_____--_--- 3,050 | 15, 000 

Do? -csiiice raj eek gu irsJisipci Caseade Reservoir. ---.....-- i 26,000 | 10, 000 

Oss ise Ki-wivazle-tee BB 550940 pane oyna ee are ae 9, 800 | 20, 000 
eae DR conne tener American Falls Reservoir-.. 56, 500 | 25, 000 

OU este ene sir ane RE ee Island Parks Reservoir-. 8,370 | 35, 000 

Beats s0stt DiS MEMS Sul Ss Lake Walcott-___.___- glossac EL!) AOE] 10, 000 
Wenn os. si3nk | Cedar Bluff unit_.._.... Cedar Bluff Reservoir...._--...--- 6, 869 | 25, 000 
Montana_.....___._.- | Canyon Ferry unit___--. } Canyon Ferry Reservoir - -- 35, 200 | 75, 000 
| MERE Ede Suh River....--...... Gibson Reservoir. _. ___- 1, 360 | 45, 000 
Nebraska... _.__.__. | Miraga Flats.._.__._..___.| Box Butte Reservoir_._- 1, 600 | 16, 000 
Do.. | Frenchman Camb. --...| Enders Reservoir... ...-.....--...- 1, 707 | 35, 600 

go Sats Sos Ln Be aed eet Tinka Harry Strunk Lake 1, 768 19, 000 

Ml so bento Ree ahh aida bast do bh Swanson Lake--____.-_-- bts 4, 974 | 38, 100 
Nevada.._..--- Newlands__-_-_-_-_- Lahontan Reservoir... ..._..--- 10, 000 | 12, 000 
I. Sa Stillwater Wildlife. ___- = cael 10, 716 
New Mexico... __-- | CIE agen nen Alamogordo Reservoir - 5, 200 26, 000 
Dd.---...........| Bio Grande.-... | Caballo Reservoir_-_.._.._..--- 11,532} 15, 000 
Be Ss. lee Fi | Elephant Butte Reservoir __-- 40, 096 50, G00 
Oklahoma____.-----.- | W. C, Austin. ..........} Lagert-Altus Reservoir_.. 6, 810 213, 150 
SE pO eee | Crane Prairie Reservoir - 4, 000 35, 000 
eh teeta ae Klamath__..............| Gerber Reservoir___- 3, 845 } 12, 000 
Mm Sie as DO Rin rcsst | Upper Klamath Lake 90, 080 | 40, 000 
BOG cabelas bs 5th | Ochoco......-.-.-.-.---.| Ochoco Reservoir 979 | 10, 000 
eT | Owyhee...........-.-.--| Owyhee Reservoir... __- 12,742 | 10, 000 
South Dakota Belle Fourche_.-. | Belle Fourche Reservoir. &, 040 12, 000 
Mees eili. Grand division_-_-__-._---- | Shadehill Reservoir - -_-__-. 4, 800 100, 000 
OES chice dese sa __| Balmorhea..............| Lower Parks Reservoir ___-- 5A0 | 15, 000 
a iu. | Hyrum__.-.......-.....; Hyrum Reservoir -- 500 | —-25, 000 
Te tans _., Moon Lake _.....| Moon Lake Reservoir 770 | 15, 000 
Mee ct. Leet | Ogden River..-_----- ..| Pineview Reservoir - 1,800 | 290, 000 
Do. i ea ee Deer Creek Reservoir - 2, 800 200, 009 

Do | Scofield ead Scofield Reservoir 2, 800 | 65, 000 
Dic iaGtons .| Strawberry Valley Strawberry Reservoir - - - 8, 500 | 84, 000 
Washington _- _| Columbia Basin .___.~. Equalizing Reservoir -__-- 27, 000 27, 000 
i erieah hawt DR cee iii et Ree ee Grand Coulee Dam --- ethene 500, 000 
citi .do.. .| Potholes Reservoir. - - 30, 000 | 26, 200 
Do. ~ J@0L 32.2. | F. D. Reosevelt__- 98, 500 200, 000 
Ott be eo eee | 550 50, 000 
Do. Okanogan___............| Coneonully Reservoir 475 | 55, 000 
Do. Yakima Tieton Reservoir 2, 530 12, 500 
Wyoming Minidoka -_- ia Jackson Lake ; .....} 25,730 | 909,990 
eu... Boyson unit__--..~- Boyson Dam___- 19, 660 45, 000 
Do.. Keyhole unit___. -- Keyhole Reservoir 9, 418 12, 000 
Do. BVetGe.. 2.5) o-ooe | Ocean Lake- 4, 000 10, 000 
Se LO sed Shoshone. -_.-_--- Buffalo Bill Reservoir__- -- 6, 710 750, 000 





1 This list limited to lakes visited by 10,000 or more. There are a great many small reclamation reservoirs 
not listed. 


Mr. Wensu. I know that it is not necessary for me to explain to 
you what the National Reclamation Association is because I well 
remember, and a good many of our members do, the excellent address 
that you delivered at the banquet of one of our annual meetings in 
Oklahoma City some 8 or 9 years ago. 

Senator Kerr. You are very complimentary. 

Mr. Weisu. We recognize you as one of the strong supporters of 
our reclamation program for the West. 
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There is one point that I would like to make clear that I did not 
emphasize in my prepared statement and that is that the statements 
that I have made here pertaiming the S. 1164 and endorsing that legis- 
lation are made from the standpoint of reclamation, especially, and, 
of course, including flood control particularly in multipurpose basin- 
wide programs. As to navigation,'] have not had any experience in 
navigation. It isnot very closely related to the interests of our associa- 
tion and I am not authorized with respect to navigation. 

However, we do look upon this legislation which you have proposed 
very favorably from the standpoint of our reclamation program in 
the West. We believe that it will be extremely helpful. In fact, 
many of the principles and the policies set forth in S. 1184 have long 
been the objectives of our association. 

First, I insert here two resolutions which have been adopted by 
our association over a period of years, both of which call for and 
endorse many or most of the principles embodied in your bill. 

Then I have made some comments and inserted an excerpt from 
a bill that was given a lot of consideration by our association a few 
years back, H. R. 1770. Back as far as 1949 and 1950, we were strongly 
supporting this kind of legislation and witnesses who appeared before 
the House committee in support of that legislation, which included 
particularly the policies of this bill, were the president of our associa- 
tion, Mr. Harry E. Polk; secretary-manager at that time, Mr. Don 
McBride; and the chairman of our legislative committee and vice 
president, Judge Clifford H. Stone. I bring that out simply toempha- 
size that the association is very mach in sympathy with the objectives 
of this legislation. 

I was inclined to look very favorably upon 1 or 2 of the proposed 
amendments by the witness from the engineers, particularly projects 
heretofore and hereafter authorized, I believe it was, or something to 
that effect. 

Senator Kerr. | notice on page 8 of your statement, that H. R. 1770 
had a provision which I think sought an implementation of that 
principle? 

Mr. Wersn. That is right; yes, sir, and that legislation also in- 
cluded a provision which would authorize the Secretary to acquire 
lands and withdraw lands from entry. 1 was not sure whether that 
was authorized in this legislation as #is-drafted. mow and we do think 
that would be important. 

Senator Krrr. Your suggestion would be that if the principle is 
not included in the bill that consideration be given to include it? 

Mr. Wetsn. That is right; yes, sir. 

Now, as to the use or the contribution that reclamation reservoirs 
have made to recreation all over the entire West, I have included at 
the last page of my statement, a list of reclamation reservoirs which 
was given to me a year ago by the Bureau of Reclamation showing the 
visitors annually to those reservoir areas and when you take into con- 
sideration the fact that most of these reclamation reservoirs are out 
in the sparsely settled part of the country where there.are very few 
people living there, those figures are really tremendous. 

You take in the State of Wyoming, for instance, clear down at the 
bottom of the list, it totals better than a million and a half for reser- 
voirs in that sparsely settled State. I know from personal experi- 
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ence—I can remember when the so-called Lake Lowell in Idaho, at 
that time called Deer Flat Reservoir, when that project was com- 
pleted out in a barren desert sagebrush area, it has become really the 
center recreational activity in the entire Boise Valley. It has made a 
tremendous contribution to the recreational facilities of that region 
and, in addition to that, the contribution has been made to fish and 
wildlife. It is a regular habitat of the migratory fowl and it is 
really a tremendous asset. 

That reservoir, like the vast majority of these reservoirs here, were 
= for, is being paid for, and that one is practically paid for now 

y the people of the area with no recognition of those benefits 
whatsoever. 

So, we are especially interested in that provision of the bill which 
would make these national recreational benefits nonreimbursable. We 
think that is entirely proper. 

Senator Kerr. Do you think that the operation of natural elements 
of human nature and people’s behavior would bring about the reim- 
bursement to the Government over and over for their cost? 

Mr. Wensu. Oh, yes; and with the population of the Nation moving 
westward in the tremendous growth of population that is taking 
place in that area, there is more and more need, as we go along, for 
recreational facilities. These recreational facilities have been used 
in the past and have been paid for by local people and I think it is 
only proper that recognition should be given to those facilities by the 
Federal Government. 

I think that is all, Mr. Chairman, unless you have some questions. 

Senator Kerr. I think you have covered it, Mr. Welsh. Do you 
have something else? 

Mr. Wexsu. I do want to say this, we are very appreciative of the 
interest that you have taken in this legislation, you and your staff 
members, and Mr. McBride and others who have been working with 
you, and I personally feel that this will prove to be a real contribu- 
tion to our reclamation program. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Mr. Welsh, for your fore- 
bearance in our time limitations and in the fine statement that you 
have given us. 

Mr. Clyde Ellis. 

Do you have a prepared statement ? 


STATEMENT OF CLYDE ELLIS, NATIONAL RURAL ELECTRIC COOP- 
ERATIVE ASSOCIATION, ACCOMPANIED BY CHARLES A. ROBIN- 
SON, JR., STAFF ENGINEER, AND RICHARD A. DELL, LEGISLATIVE 
REPRESENTATIVE, NATIONAL RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE 


ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Exuis. I do not have a prepared statement, sir, but [ have with 
me, Charles A. Robinson, Jr., our electrical engineer, who has been 
with NRECA some 7 years, and Richard A. Dell, our legislative 
representative, former head of the Applications and Loans Division 
of REA. I would like to make a’brief, informal statement and then 
defer to Charley Rebinson to make our formal statement. He has a 
prepared statement. 

Senator Krrr. Very good. 
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Mr. Euuis. First, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
I want to congratulate you, and you, of both political parties, Repub- 
licans and Democrats, for the progressive, realistic view you are taking 
on this important matter; and you, sir, for your fine staff and your 
initiative in presenting this legislation to the Congress and the Nation. 

A number of people have been acvocating this sort of thing for 
a long time. This is a bill to help take the subsidy for the rich 
off of the backs of the poor. In the Southwest, which is my home 
country, ridden by drought and low farm prices and always marginal 
farm area, farmers are threatened with an increase in power rates 
through the Southwestern Power Administration’s unrealistic rate 
increases, while at the same time, the rich people are flying into that 
country and driving into that country from Chicago, Detroit, Okla- 
homa City, Tulsa, Dallas, Memphis, New Orleans, “and St. Louis, to 
enjoy the fine recreational advantages that exist around the fresh- 
water lakes in your great State of Oklahoma, Mr. Chairman; in the 
State of Missouri; in my State of Arkansas; in the State of Texas— 
in all of that country, but not contributing one single thin dime directly 
or indirectly to the cost of those projects; and it ae right. 

The recreational advantages probably far excel and exceed the 
electric power advantages and yet, because of the way costs are figured, 
the people who buy the power, in that area—it is mostly the farmers— 
are charged with the residual cost and are paying through the nose in 
order that among the other advantages the people can enjoy, people 
generally can enjoy, the recreational advantages around these fresh- 
water lakes. 

Senator Kerr. Let me see now if I understand your theme. Your 
position is that one of the great values of these lakes is the recreational 

value ¢ 

Mr. Ex.zis. Next to flood control, perhaps the most important; yes, 
sir. 

Senator Kerr. Yet under the system now in effect of cost allocation 
and requirenients for reimbursement, the power users not only are 
called upon to reimburse the Government for the cost of the power 
part of the project, but also to pay for a substantial part of the recrea- 
tional value of the project in addition to the reimbursement of the 
entire power costs / 

Mr. Exxis. Right, sir, but I think you are conservative in saying 
that they may be paying for a substantial part of the recreational 
value. I think it could be reasoned that they are paying for it all 
because they are charged with the residual cost in effect in order that 
the project be feasible. It would be only if there were ratios far 
greater than 1 to 1 that they would not be paying substantially all, 
if not. all, of the recreational. 

Senator Kerr. Of the recreational feature ¢ 

Mr. Extis. Yes, sir. I appreciate that a case could be made 
against that position. 

Senator Kerr. But in practical effect, you are convinced there are 
a number of facilities where that principle could be established ? 

Mr. Extis. Yes, sir. 

Now, let me show you why we of the rural electrics, in a word, are 
very much inter ‘ested, not only in that area, but in Senator Neuber- 
ger’s great State of Oregon, m all the Northwest, in Senator 
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Hruska’s great State of Nebraska, Senator Case’s great State of 
South Dakota, and all of that country, everywhere in the United 
States where the projects exist. 

The rural electric systems, according to the REA reports for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, purchased these amounts of power 
wholesale: From commercial companies, including some industrial 
plants, 8,060,625,900 kilowatt-hours, which was 40 percent of their 
use. They purchased from the Federal agencies 5,857,655,900 kilo- 
watt-hours or 34.4 percent: and from other public agencies, 1,518,- 
129,300 kilowatt-hours and they generated 3,497,012,000 themselves. 

So that you see, the rural electric systems are purchasing about a 
third of their power—over a third—from the Federal agencies and 
nearly all of this power is coming from hydroelectric plants except 
in the Tennessee Valley. The principle that this bill deals with thus 
affects the cost of power in many areas. 

Power rates are going up for us. Feasibility of extending our 
lines to serve more people is being questioned in many areas. My 
own home co-op, with which I have worked since its inception, is now 
being denied a loan to serve unserved people and to build bigger lines 
and facilities to better serve those already served because REA is 
holding that feasibility does not exist and that is partly because the 
price of power 

Senator Kerr. Partly because the power users are having to pay 
for benefits being received by others ? 

Mr. Exsis. That is right. That is the view even though the power 
is being purchased by that co-op from the commercial companies op- 
erating in the area. You see the price charged by the commercial 
companies is controlled in effect by the price charged by SPA, for in- 
deed this very co-op operates all around these dais. 

Now, the cost of power to the rural electric systems was from the 
commercial companies, for the year ending June 30, 1956, $64,324,702 
wholesale; from the publicly owned suppliers, $45,113,032: so you 
can see that this runs into very substantial money, certainly from the 
standpoint of present date farm income. 

Senator Kerr. Were those figures for 1 year’s purchases ? 

Mr. Exits. Yes, sir; for the year ending June 30, 1956. 

Now, I have had a little personal experience that I want to mention 
in this area. When I came to the Congress in 1939, several dams had 
been authorized in the Southwest, including the great State of Okla- 
homa, under the general flood control law, for flood control, naviga- 
tion. and possibly other purposes but, with rare exceptions, not for 
power. 

Several dams had been authorized in what was then the Third Con- 
gressional District, a district which I was honored to represent. None 
of them had power included. At that time, or up until that time, no 
dam in the United States had been constructed under the general flood- 
control law to produce power. With the help of Speaker Rayburn 
and others, we made a fight to include power in a number of those dams 
in the Southwest. It wasahard fight. We finally got power included 
in the Norfolk Dam, which, by the way, became the first of the mul- 
tiple-purpose dams in the United States not built under a special act 
to produce power. 

One of the big cries that went up during that battle in the local 
area was that valuable bottom lands would be removed from the tax 
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base—from taxbooks of the county—and what was left in the eastern 
half of Baxter County, Ark., would not have much value: The county 
would be wrecked. That was one of the poorest counties in the State. 

The county-seat town of Mountain Home had cattle walking up and 
down the sidewalks; hogs running loose in the town. The streets were 
practically all unpaved. No paved roads existed in the county. Peo- 
ple were poor; no street lights in the town; the courthouse about to 
fall down; the town was in a bad way. 

That was the principal town in the county. Some of us argued 
that if Norfork Lake were built the tax assessments in the county 
lost on account of the dam, on account of the river-bottom lands lost, 
would exceed what they were before the dam started. 

I am not sure of the time it took to overcome the losses of lands, 
but I was told this morning by a person who thought he remembered 
that there never was a loss; that before the dam was built the increases 
had exceeded the old figures. 

Senator Kerr. Increases had exceeded the decreases ? 

Mr. Exuis. Yes, sir. To my certain knowledge, that county—and 
I have been back there several times—I, of course, served in the district 
for some time after that—the county became one of the most pros- 
perous sections in the State. The tourists from all these towns and 
areas I have mentioned, and from all over the United States, poured 
into the area. The recreation facilities that have been built around 
the edge of the lake are tremendous. People everywhere, the general 
public, all are enjoying the recreational benefits of that mountain lake. 
The county today is relatively rich by comparison to what it was then. 

Congressman Trimble told me this morning that the tax assessed 
value had doubled six times. 

Senator Kerr. May I interrupt the witness ? 

Mr. Exuts. Yes. 

Senator Kerr. It might interest you to know that you are talking 
about the county in which my father attended a country school as a 
boy. He was born just across the State line at Bakersfield in Ozark 
County, Mo. 

Mr. Exuis. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. And the school that he attended was known as the 
County Line School, just south of the dividing line between Missouri 
and Arkansas, and Mountain Home in Baxter County at West Plains 
and Howell County were the two metropolises with which he was 
familiar as a boy. I have been there quite often. I know the area 
and the situation that you have so effectively and acc urately described. 

Mr. Ex.is. You can be proud of your heritage, sir. Some of the 
finest people I have ever known have come from that area. Unfor- 
tunately, the terrain of that area was so cut up—— 

Senator Kerr. Rugged. 

Mr. Exvuis. And rugged, the land so poor, that by the time this dam 
was built, that county was poor indeed by comparison with what it 
was 20, 30, 40 years before. Today, however, the resurrection has 
come. Today the streets are paved: today there are no cows on the 
sidewalks; no hogs running loose in the town; today they have a mod- 
ern water system and I should have told you what existed before they 
had the modern water system, but we won’t go into that. There are 
street lights in the town. The town has doubled it population many 
times. There is a beautiful new courthouse where the old one was 
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about to fall down. There are new buildings around the square, and 
all over the town many, many new residences are in evidence and a 
new residence was a rarity before Norfolk Dam came. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to defer now to our engineer, Charley Robin- 
son. I think that this is a realistic bill. I think that to fail to do 
what it proposes is downright dishonest. 

Senator Kerr. It would be a continued failure to recognize the 
realistic elements of a great program. 

Mr. Ents. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Mr. Ellis, for your contribu- 
tion. I not only concur in your conclusions, but you can understand 

the thoughts that your remarks have brought to my mind. 

All right, Mr. Robinson. 

Mr. Rosrnson. Mr. Chairman, in our opinion, Senate bill 1164 con- 
stitutes a major effort in the direction of achieving realistic project 
justification and cost allocation standards. If enacted, a major bene- 
ficial purpose served by multiple-purpose projects which is now and 
has heretofore been virtually ignored will be accorded appropriate 
recognition. 

The need for accelerating development of the Nation’s water re- 
sources must be apparent to everyone. The United States Department 
of Commerce estimates that the Nation’s use of water for all purposes 
will double by 1975. 

Senator Kerr. I would like to interrupt there. Is that estimate as 
to what would be the total usage or the per capita usage / 

Mr. Roprnson. Sir, as I recall the mataiphbes published by the Com- 
merce Department, it depicts the total usage by various categories and 
I would be happy to supply a copy for your files. 

Senator Kerr. I would appreciate if you would because I think 
that by 1975, our population will be 50 percent above what it was 
in 1955. I had had some information that led me to contemplate the 
possibility that the per capita consumption or per capita requirements 
might be doubled by 1975, cer tainly by 1980, and if that assumption 
is correct and if the population increase I think is certain to come 
does develop, then it would seem to me maybe that your estimate or 
their estimate of the use of water in 1975 might be conservative, too 
conservative. 

Mr. Ropinson. Well, sir, that is probably true because most of the 
estimates that have ever been made, even by the most progressively 
minded people in respect to consumption of power and water have 
been much too conservative when the final date came about. 

Senator Kerr. Your statement calls my attention to a principle I 
have long recognized and that is the value of imagination as well as 
the technical information, Good morning, Senator. 

We are honored here this morning by a group of very charming 
young ladies and I would be glad to know their identity. 

Mrs. Surru. We area group from Miss Fine’s School in Princeton, 
N.J.; the eighth grade. 

Senator Kerr. Oh, I thought they were university freshmen. 

( Laughter. ) 

Senator Kerr. Well, we are delighted to have them and hope that 
they will enjoy their visit with us. 

Mrs. Smirn. Thank you very much. 

Senator Kerr. All right, Mr. Robinson. 
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Mr. Rozsinson. Meanwhile, our water tables are falling, wells are 
drying up, and major metropolitan areas, as well as small towns and 
villages throughout the Nation, are imposing restrictions on the con- 
sumption of w vater, especially during the dry summer months. Thus, 
unless we proceed with an expeditious and sustained program of 
river basin development, we can almost certainly anticipate that a 
limited water supply will impose a severe depressive influence on our 
country’s economic growth and development. 

It is high time, therefore, to review and revise the procedures and 
criteria Which are used to measure the desirability of multiple-pur- 
pose projects proposed for construction. We must carefully serutinize 
the benefits that will be achieved by development of our water re- 
sources so that none of the substantial benefits of such a program will 
be overlooked or obscured. 

Certainly the recreational opportunity afforded by the large bodies 
of fresh water impounded behind the major multiple-purpose dams 
constructed by the Federal Government constitutes a real benefit to 
the national economy which is directly attributable to such projects. 

Senator Gorr. May I ask a question? 

Senator Kerr. Yes, Senator Gore. 

Senator Gore. 1 notice your expressed concern about the lower- 
ing of the water table and then you follow with a recommendation 
of a sustained program of river-basin development. I wonder how 
much evidence there is to show that the creation of large reservoirs 
of water, surface water, surface reservoirs, improve the level of the 
water table? 

Mr. Rorrnson. Sir, I have not studied that question. I am not 
able to answer it. I would say this, however, that even if there were 
no evidence that the creation of large reservoirs replenishes the water 
table, there would be even more reason for building the reservoirs 
because of the fact that water must come from somewhere if we are 
to sustain our people and if the water table continues to fall, it be- 
comes almost impossible to pump ground water and then we must rely 
on surface water. 

Senator Gore. You did not necessarily tie the 2 together as 1 replen- 
ishing the other. You do not know whether that is the case? 

Mr. Rosrnson. No, sir: I have not studied that question at all. 

Senator Gorp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr I understood the witness to be addressing himself 
to this situation. From time immemorial, people have depended main- 
ly on underground reservoirs of water as a source from which to get 
their water requirements and it is quite evident throughout vast 
areas of our country that the underground reservoirs are being de- 
pleted far more rapidly than nature is replenishing them. 

For instance, in one area in the West, not too far from Oklahoma, 
where just limited irrigation operations are being carried on, the 
water table in the underground reservoir is being lowered at the rate 
of 7 feet per year and nature’s replenishment of that reservoir is 
enough to fill about one-half inch a year. 

Senator Gore. Yet if no water was removed from the subterranean 
table, it would rise by only one-half inch per year? 

Senator Kerr. That is right and regardless of how much is re- 
moved, it still is coming into the reservoir at the rate of one-half 
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inch a year, and yet the depletion goes forward at the rate of 7 feet per 
year. 

Now, what the witness says draws into sharp focus the fact that 
in these areas where the underground reservoirs are being depleted 
far more rapidly than replenishment is occurring, unless other sources 
are provided from which water is to be obtained, the areas will become 
unusable. 

I think it was such a picture that the Chief of Engineers, General 
Sturgis had in mind, when he appeared before this committee, I be- 
lieve, 2 years ago and discussed this very situation and stated his 
conclusion and stated it as a positive conviction that unless the sug- 
gestion here made of far more aggressive conservation of water in 
surface reservoirs is put into effect, that vast areas of this country 
will become a Gobi Desert in 50 years. That was the statement made 
by General Sturgis here at this table 2 2 years ago. 

1f you will use your mental vision, you can readily understand how 
he reached that conclusion because, when water wells dry up because 
of the underground reservoir being depleted and no provision has been 
made to have an alternate source of water, any area becomes untenable 
and I believe that is what the witness was addressing himself to. 

Mr. Roprnson. Yes, sir. You have stated it far more ably than 
could I. 

Yet, the general law does not provide clear authority for the recog- 
nition of the recreational benefits attributable to multiple-purpose 
projects, either in calculating the benefit-to-cost ratio or in arriving 
at the cost allocations. 

This means that when the Bureau of Reclamation or the Corps of 
Engineers undertakes a_benefit-to-cost-ratio study to determine 
whether or not a particular project should be built, the recreational 
benefit must in substance be overlooked or ignored. The resulting 
study, therefore, reflects an unrealistically low benefit-to-cost ratio. 
In some cases, the failure to recognize the recreational purposes of a 
project in the calculation of the benefit-to-cost ratio results in the 
rejection of a project which is, in effect, fully justified. Thus our fail- 
ure to recognize the recreational benefits of multiple-purpose projects 
is reducing the availability of water for all purposes. 

And subsequently, i in calculating the allocation of costs for a proj- 
ect, the responsible agency must again, like the proverbial ostrich, 
bury its head in the sand and ignore the fact that, although a very 
substantial recreational benefit. will develop, no parallel portion of 
project cost may be allocated to recreation. 

As a result, all of the other purposes of the project must effectively 
subsidize the recreational benefit. This is especially burdensome upon 
the people who pay the reimbursable costs of the project. The water 
users and the power users are charged with that portion of the project 
which should, under realistic cost-allocation procedures, be attributed 
to the recreational aspects of the project. These people must pay 
inflated prices for the services they receive. 

The magnitude of the recreation benefit afforded by the larger Corps 
of Engineers and Bureau of Reclamation multiple-purpose projects is 
not insignificant. Measured by the standard of the dolar per man-day 
contained in S. 1164 the recreation benefits attributable to some of 
these major projects would indeed more than offset the entire cost of 
the project over its useful life span. 
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I do not mean to imply here, Mr. Chairman, that all or almost all 
of a project should be charged to recreation, 1 am merely trying to 
emphasize the benefits that would be included in the bill. 

Senator Kerr. You were here when Miss Carlton of the National 
Park Service gave her observations ¢ 

Mr. Rosrnson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. She gave us the benefit of what had been a very 
thorough study of the economics of this question and indicated that 
she thought the figures set forth in the bill of one dollar per user- 
day was a very conservative figure and you do not disagree with that 
conclusion / 

Mr. Ropinson. I certainly do not. 

Senator Kerr. You are just « calling attention to the tremendous 
recreational benefit that will flow from one of these projects and that 
if we were being realistic in giving the project credit for the recrea- 
tional value that will develop we would not limit it to 10 or 15 per- 
cent of the cost of the project / 

Mr. Ropinson. Yes, sir: I was just about to address that point. 
If you figure the dollar per visitor-day as outlined in S. 1164 the table 
here on page 3 of the prepared statement, I think, will indicate that 
for many of the major Corps of Engineer projects, especially, the 15- 
percent ceiling will be reached in most cases, so in effect that 15-per- 
cent figure creates a ceiling that would probably be greatly exceeded 
were it not there. 

Senator Kerr (interposing). In other words, I notice here that 
you show the Denison Reservoir in 1956 had 6,598,700. 

Mr. Roprnson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. They had that many visitor-days and that the to- 
tal cost. of the project was $62,208,000. 

Mr. Roprnson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Now, I believe that the Engineer’s figure for 1956 
shows something like 15-percent increase, a “good deal over 7 mil- 
lion visitor-days and so | think that the pomt you make is very ap- 
propriate and very effective. 

Mr. Rosrxson. Thank vou, Mr. Chairman. 

I will skip the last two paragraphs on page 2 because we apparent- 
ly have already discussed that. poimt. 

Thus, based on the statutory standards contained in S. 1164, it can 
be quickly discerned that for some of the projects around which rela- 
tively large recreational activity has arisen, the benefits attributable 
to recreation would, of themselves, justify the entire cost of the pro}- 
ect over its lifespan. Clearly then, we have indeed been ignoring a 
major factor favoring multiple- purpose project construction. 

The National Rural Electrie C ooperative Association has tra- 
ditionally favored progressive standards of calculating benefit-to- 
cost ratios of multiple-purpose projects and the allocation of costs 
thereof. We feel that S. 1164 is clearly in the public interest because, 
if enacted, it will rectify one of the basic errors which has pervaded 
our benefit-to-cost ratio calculations, and which has caused these cal- 
culations to become the masters of our people rather than their tool. 

We feel also that S. 1164 will lead to a more equitable apportion- 
ment of project costs among the purposes served. 

Mr. Chairman, referring back to that dollar per visitor-day stand- 
ard, I might say that we are very happy to see a concrete standard of 
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that type in the legislation itself as a guide to the administrative 
agencies in applying the act. In our opinion one of the basic weak- 
nesses of the present law is that the guideposts to administration of 
the benefit-to-cost ratio and cost-allocation procedures are vague. 
There is a lack of suitable statutory standards to guide them and we 
think this is a very fine concept to include a real concrete standard in 
the act. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I offer for the record a resolution 
unanimously adopted by the 15th annual meeting of members of the 
National Rural Electric Cooperative Association on March 7, 1957, 
in Chicago, Ill. This resolution endorses S. 1164 as a basic part of 
a far-reaching revision of standards applicable to the calculation 
of benefit-to-cost ratios and cost allocation procedures which we feel 
is long overdue. 

Mr. Chairman, there was some discussion by one of the witnesses 
yesterday to the effect that certain aspects of the bill would be unde- 
sirable because of incidental subsidies to certain forms of transporta- 
tion. It seems to me that the Congress has already considered all of 
the various affected interests that would be adver: sely or favorably 
affected by legislation of this type and has decided, as a national 
policy, that these multiple- purpose projects should be built. The 
only issue before this committee, the basic issue, is whether or not 
the United States will consider all of the benefits that flow from 
these projects or just some of them. 

Senator Neusercer. Mr. Robinson, I would like to ask a question 
if I could with the Chairman’s permission. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

Senator Nevsercrr.-There is only one thing that disturbs me about 
the general purport of these bills. I gener ‘ally f avor them. This is 
what disturbs me about figuring in the recreational aspects. 

In various parts of the Northwest there are people who oppose 
projects because they claim that the recreational benefits would be 
greater without the project than with the project, if you understand 
what I mean. I think we are aware of some of those controversies. 

Mr. Ropinson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Nevsercer. In other words, there are people who claim 
that if a project were not built that this particular mountain valley 
or series of mountain meadows or upland plateau that. is in a national 
forest or somewhere else would. have greater recreational attractions 
in its primeval wilderness condition than if the reservoir is created. 
That is the only thing that disturbs me basically about the purpose of 
these bills. 

In other words, recreation is a little bit ditferent than any other 
benefit that flows from a project. We know that without the project 
there will be no power, no navigation, no flood control; that is obvious. 
The project makes that possible. However, there are people who be- 
lieve that if we did not build some of these undertakings in national 
forests and wilderness areas in the Northwest, and I realize this is 
far less likely in the areas represented by the distinguished chairman 
of the committee or by Senator Gore than in our area, but what do you 
do out in the Northwest where there is a substantial body of public 
opinion who do not want the projects because they think the region 
is a greater attraction in its wilderness state than when the project 
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is developed? That is the one fundamental thing that bothers me 
about these bills. 

Mr. Rozrnson. You are implying in such cases there would be a 
negative benefit shown or a cost levied against the project without 
ac “ompensat ing benefit in the field of rec reation ? 

Senator Neusercer. What I am saying, there are people who claim 
they would have a greater recreational v alue without the reservoir than 
with it. 

Mr. Roprnson. Well, sir, that may be true in some cases. 

Senator Neupercer. I realize it is not true in many of the projecis 
you have been discussing. Let me emphasize that, particularly many 
of them in the Southwest and in the Southeast, but those claims, as you 
are aware, you are aware of these controversies in the Northwest and 
the Intermountain West, I am sure Mr. Ellis is, that these have 
existed. Now, what you do in those areas—— 

Mr. Rowrnson. Of course, I think recreation, although a real and 
important benefit from these projects is like electricity, incidental in 
many cases. Perhaps there are some exceptions to the Northwest. 
And if you will figure that the population of the country is increas- 
ing at an enormous rate so that our water resources as undeveloped 
are not going to be able to meet the need for bathing, for washing of 
clothing, for flushing away sewage and things of that sort, then I 
think we must look first to the necessities of life before we look to the 
amenities. 

Senator Nevuspercer. I realize that, but we constantly have this situ- 
ation in the Northwest. Now, as the chairman of the committee well 
knows, Senator Dworshak and I have been involved in a controversy 
over Bruces Eddy; I happen to have sided with the people who think 
that there is greater recreational benefit without Bruces Eddy than 
with Bruces Ed ly, but let us say that Senator Dworshak’s viewpoint 
prevails and Bruces Eddy is built, and a reservoir is created on the 
north fork of the Clearwater River. There will still be a substantial 
body of public opinion in the Northwest, whether it is a majority or 
minority we may never know, but there will be a substantial body of 
opinion in the Northwest which will feel that the creation of that 
reservoir on the north fork of the Clearwater River will have dimin- 
ished that value of that area for recreation, 

Now, what do you do if that happens? That is the point T am try 
ing to get at. I think it is a major question here and it only involves 
maybe our region, but our region has a lot af water in it. 

Mr. Ropixson. Senator Neube rger, I do not think you can answer 
that question directly any more than you can answer the objections 
raised by other people who may be adversely affected by anything done 
by the Congress which the Congress deems in its wisdom to be in the 
public interest. 

There was one witness in here yesterday—I believe you were here 
ai the time—that objected to this bill on the grounds that it would 
make more navigation projects feasible and thus adversely affect cer- 
tain railroads. “However, the Congress has decided that multiple- 
purpose projects will be built as a matter of national policy and it ‘has 
deemed that such projects will be in the public interest and will benefit 
more people than they will adversely affect, so the country has to 
accept that and proceed with the construction of such projects. 
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Senator Nevsercer. I realize that, but—and I realize that as applies 
to power, navigation and flood control, but to get down to recreation 
which is what these bills involve, you still believe, let us get specific, 
you still believe that if the Bruces Eddy Dam is erected and there is 
a reservoir in the north fork of the Clearwater River that certain 
recreational benefits should be ascribed to that reservoir as it is used by 

eople, let us say, who go boating and swimming and may have summer 
anes on the shore of that lake, even though a substantial number of 
other people felt that fisheries and wildlife and other recreational 
Jolene ve been hurt thereby ? 

Mr. Ropstnson. Yes, sir; because if the project is authorized and 
constructed then we can infer from such authorization and construc- 
tion that the Congress has deemed: that it is in the public interest that 
the project be built. 

Senator Nevnercer. That is the question I wanted answered in your 
opinion. 

Mr. Rosrnson. And that the interests of the people who thought, or 
the opinions of the people who thought the project should not be built, 
or that recreation was better before the project was built than after, 
have been at least as far as the national policy is concerned deemed to 
be wrong. 

Senator Nevnercer. Thank you very much. 

Senator Kerr. I believe the theme of this witness is, No. 1, that fall- 
ing water tables and underground reservoirs indicate the necessity for 
substitute sources of water supply and that in the areas where that 
condition prevails it is wise to accelerate the program of conservation 
of water on the surface to begin with. That is No. 1 

No. 2, that the United States Government is already far along in a 
program of flood control and conservation of water through the means 
of multiple-purpose dams with reference to which certain portions of 
the costs are nonreimbursable, certain portions of it are reimbursable, 
but that in addition to those elements of economic justification now 
recognized by the Congress there is another economic value attendant 
upon those reservoirs in the event it is to continue to be the policy of 
the Congress to build them, and that in justice to people now required 
to make reimbursement of certain elements of the costs of those proj- 
ects if there are other economic benefits flowing from the projects and 
enjoyed by the people generally, then limited groups of people should 
not be required to reimburse the Government in amounts in excess of 
the fair proportion that they should pay, for instance for the power 
generated by the facility, because of the fact that other benefits which 
may on the average be greater even than the power benefits, or are 
being enjoyed by the general public without any reimbursement 
whatever. 

T do not take it that the theme of this witness is to help decide 
whether or not a program of conservation of water shall be initiated 
but goes to the point that in view of the fact that such a program 
is now underway and widespread in its application that a more real- 
istic formula should be developed to evaluate its economic benefits and 
appropriately designate those who should pay what percentage of the 
cost of them as reimbursement and what costs should be borne by 
the general public in view of the fact that certain benefits ure enjoved 
by the general public. 
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Is that along the line of your thesis, Mr. Robinson ? 

Mr. Roptnson. Yes, sir; Mr. Chairman, I think that is very suc- 
cinctly put. 

Senator Kerr. Are there other questions of this witness? 

Mr. Ex.is. Mr. Chairman, may I[ say one other word in response to 
the question and observation of Senator Neuberger ? 

Senator Kerr. Yes, Mr. Ellis. 

Mr. Exuis. Senator Neuberger, we of the rural electrics have met 
this question that you have raised before and while we do not agree 
with some people as to the fact that certain areas left as a wilderness 
are more valuable than if developed by the multiple-purpose projects 
or even at the recreational facilities there are more values; I believe 
that if I understand the conservation people’s philosophy and attitude 
they ought to support this bill and I do not believe they are opposing 
it so far as I have been able to ascertain, for this reason: That if they 
‘an show either by cause of the number of people visiting these areas 
or by any other criteria that certain recreational advantages would be 
lost, more than offsetting those gained, then this kind of bill ought 
to help them. If those situations do exist and those negative advan- 
tages us compared with the positive advantages can be shown, then 
[am sure we all would want them to prevail. 

This bill ought to help somebody make a realistic evaluation; as 
the matter stands now nobody makes a realistic evaluation. It is true 
that the Congress may accept or deny, may grant or deny authoriza- 
tion, and the Congress may weigh these factors: but re: ly it does it 
on the basis of somebody’ s opinion other than that of Government 
usually, or somebody’s bias. Insofar as these elements are concerned, 
here we would have a formula, here we could begin to evolve a realistic 
measurement in cost allocation, it seems to me, and I therefore, believe 
that there is no inconsistency between the advocacy of the rural-elec- 
tric systems in saying let’s put this measurement in and let’s take 
this element of subsidy for the rich, who visit these areas most, off of 
the backs of the poor who pay for the power most in many of the 
areas of the country where Federal wholesale power is developed. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Mr. Ellis, for your contribu- 
tion and that of Mr. Robinson. 

Mr. Gutermuth of the National Wildlife Management Institute ¢ 

(There was no response. ) 

Senator Kerr. Mr. Callison, National Wildlife Association. Come 
right around, Mr. Callison. 

Is Mr. Ely here? 

(There was no response.) 

Senator Kerr. Mr. Callison. 


STATMENT OF CHARLES H. CALLISON, CONSERVATION DIRECTOR, 
NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 


Mr. Cauutson. Mr. Chairman, my name is Charles H. Callisen, and 
I am conservation director of the ! National Wildlife Federat'on. 

The National Wildlife Federation is composed of State wildlife 
federations, sportsmen’s leagues and outdoor councils, representing 
through their member clubs and associations some 2 million conserva- 
tion-minded citizens. Most of these people are hunters and fishermen. 
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A great many of them, I am sure, are among the millions who visit 
Federal reservoirs regularly or occasionally for fishing, boating, and 
other forms of outdoor recreation. These folks have a dual interest 
in such projects, aside from the so-called primary purposes—tlood 
control, navigation and reclamation—which may or may not affect 
them directly or indirectly. As taxpayers they help pay for the 
reservoirs. As sportsmen they like to use them for recreation. 

The federation has for years urged greater consideration of fish 
and wildlife and other recreational values in the planning, construe- 
tion, and operation of water-development projects. We have urged 
the full development of the recreational and wildlife potential, and 
orovision for full public utilization of such resources. ‘To do less is 
pa than good conservation. 

The outpouring of recreation seekers to the forests and fields and 
waterways is one of the striking phenomena of modern America. 
The Forest Service figures our citizens paid more than 45 million 
recreational visits to the national forests last year. The Park Service 
estimated more than 50 million visits to the areas under its jurisdie- 
tion. The Corps of Engineers in 1955—the last year for which I had 
seen figures or heard them before I heard General Person's testi 
mony—estimated 60 million recreational visits to their projects. 

Senator Kerr. In 1955, 

Mr. Cauuison. In 1955. And we have the later information that 
was given in these hearings that their figure exceeded 70 million last 
year. 

Senator Kerr. In 1956. 

Mr. Catuison. Which is quite astounding. 

It is obviously true that better roads, more automobiles, more money 
to spend and more leisure time all have been contributing factors to 
the recreational flood. But it is also true, we believe, that this search 
for relaxation in the out-of-doors reflects a basic human need, and that 
its fulfillment is important to the health and well-being of the 
American people. It is no more than realistic, therefore, for Congress 
to recognize this need and to provide for it with justifiable economic 
limits, in connection with water projects to be constructed by Federal 
agencies and paid for with public funds. 

We wish to commend the chairman of this subcommittee and the 
cosponsors of this important legislation, both in the Senate and the 
House. We feel such legislation is long overdue. By ail means, the 
recreational and wildlife values ought to be figured in the cost-benetit 
ratios. By all means, facilities and project modifications should be 
provided to the extent that such measures can be justified in terms of 
public benefits. 

The economic justification, and the nonreimbursable costs, should be 
figured: on the basis of the net benefits accruing to the public from 
recreational and wildlife developments. The net benefits will be 
greater, of course, if the construction agency 1s authorized to plan for 
and to construct the public-use facilities and project modifications 
necessary to full development and full utilization of the recreational 
and wildlife potential. By full development I mean, of course, the 
justifiable development. We do not propose or suggest that the — 
fiable flood control, navigation, irrigation, or power potential of 
project should be disproportionately sacrificed to wildlife and recrea- 
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tional purposes. There should be a fair weighing of all potentials and 
a harmonizing of all purposes. That, I think, is the objective of this 
legislation. 

The fish and wildlife resources are inseparable from the general 
recreational values of an impoundment. Surveys have shown that 
most of the boating on typical reservoir lakes is done by anglers. 
Sixty percent of all outboard motors are sold to fishermen. Substan- 
tial nwubers are sold to, and used by, waterfowl hunters. Therefore, 
we recommend amendment of S. 1164.to broaden its purposes and to 
make clear that fish and wildlife developments and benefits are 
included. 

We respectfully recommend for the consideration of your subcom- 
mittee the fol lowing amendments: 


1. Amend the title to read; To make the evaluation of recreational and fish 
and wildlife benefits resulting from the construction of any flood control, naviga- 
tion, or reclamation project an integral part of project planning, and for other 
purposes, 

2. Aiuend section 1, after the enacting clause, to read as follows: 

That it is the policy of Congress that reservoir areas developed as the result 
of any flood-control or navigation project undertaken by, and under the control 
of, the Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, or any 
reclamation project undertaken by, and under the control of, the Secretary of 
the {nterior should be made available in the interest of the national welfare for 
recreational and fish and wildlife management purposes: Provided, That any 
development or project modification for such purposes shall not be dispropor- 
tionate to the public benefits accruing from the recreational and fish and wild- 
life uses in relation to the other authorized purposes of the project. Consistent 
with this policy it is further the policy of the Congress (1) that as an integral 
part of the planning of any new flood-control or navigation project, or reclama- 
tion project, or the modification or expansion of any such project now existing 
or hereafter undertaken, there should be included, along with the evaluation of 
other proper objectives to be served thereby. an evaluation of the public recrea- 
tional and fish and wildlife benefits to be derived therefrom, and (2) that the 
planning with respect to the development of the recreational and fish and wildlife 
potentials of any such project should contemplate the coordination of the use of 
the project area for recreational and wildlife purposes with the use of existing 
or planned Federal, State, or local developments in such manner as to achieve 

aximum publie benefit, 


Now, Mr. Chairman, a word of explanation of the proviso which 
was substituted for the language used in lines 1 and 2, page 2 of your 
bill, and I quote: 

* * * insofar as used for such purposes does not impede or conflict with the 
imajor purposes of the project * * * 
is contradictory to the purpose of S. 1164. It stands to reason that 
certain modifications or developments which may be completely justi- 
fied on the basis of recreational and wildlife benefits may impede, or 
conflict with, flood-control, navigation or irrigation uses to a degree. 
Such modifications or deve lopments should, however, stand on their 
own feet, when balanced against the other values, 

Amend Section 3 (a) by making line 12, page 3, read as follows: 
project), an evaluation to the annual net recreational and fish and wildlife 
benefits to 

4. Amend section 3 (b), page 3, by adding the following at the end 
of line 19: 

The evaluation of fish and wildlife benefits shall be made accerding to pro- 


cedures approved by the Secretary of the Interior pursuant to the Act of Aucust 
14. 1946 (60 Stat. 1080). 
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That is the so-called Coordination Act. 

An explanation: We question the validity of the $1 per day formula 

roposed for evaluating recreational benefits, or the advisability of lay- 
ing down an inflexible formula. We recommend the subcommittee 
give this question careful study, and it has been apparent, Mr. Chair- 
man, that you are giving it vareful study and that you will. That has 
come out in the testimony preceding mine. 

With respect to fish an wildlife benefits, it is rec ognized that wnder 
certain circumstances and at certain sites, projects for flood control, 
navigation, irrigation or hydropower may cause serious fish and 
wildlife damages, while perhaps creating Saher offsetting fish and 
wildlife values. The final evaluation here should be the net. benefit 
or loss. Procedures for determining fish and wildlife effects already 
have been established under the Coordination Act of August 14, 1946. 

5. Amend section 4 on page 3 to read as follows: 

Sec. 4. Any part of the total estimated cost of any such project allocated 
hereunder to recreational and fish and wildlife benefits shall be nonreimburs- 
able and nonreturnable. 

Explanation: Here also we question the advisibility of setting an 
arbitrary 15 percent limitation on nonreimbursable recreational and 
wildlife costs. For certain projects, near congested metropolitan 
areas where the human needs are great, the recreational use may well 
outweigh all other purposes in terms of public benefits. This is an- 
other matter that deserves the most careful study. We think, Mr. 
Chairman, that it would be a rare project in which the recreational 
and fish and wildlife benefits would exceed 15 percent of the cost. 
I think testimony preceding mine, I believe testimony presented by 
the Bureau of Reclamation witnesses ‘who were here yesterday, showed 
that in their projects the calculation of the application of this act 
averaged, was it not 6 or 7 percent the way it came out over a large 
number of projects, so I think you would not endanger the economics 
of the legislation by removing the 15 percent limitation. 

Occasionally it might well be important not to have the limita- 
tion set. 

Senator Kerr. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Kerr. On the record. 

Mr. Catuison. Proposed Amendment No. 6: Amend section 5 (a) 
by adding a new clause (4) following the oe “lands” in line 13, 
page 4, as follows: 
lands, and (4) to acquire and develop project lands, and to modify existing and 
authorized projects, for fish and wildlife purposes in accordance with the pro- 
visions of the act of August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080). 

7. Amend section 5 (c) by inserting in line 25, page 4, after the word 
“recreational”, the words “and fish and wildlife.” 

The next three proposed amendments are the same but just carrying 
through the language, adding “and fish and wildlife” following the 
word “recreational” where it. appears in the legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, S. 1164 is legislation of far-reaching public signifi- 
cance. I wish to thank the ‘subcommittee for this “opportunity to 
present the views of the National Wildlife Federation. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, Mr. Callison, for a very constructive 
statement. Are there questions? 
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Senator Gore. No questions. 

Senator Neusercer. I have just one question, Mr. Chairman. 

In the first place, Mr. Callison, I share your general support of 
this legislation. There is only one specific ‘amendment that has oc- 
curred to me and that is this, I mentioned it yesterday to Mr. Wood- 
ward, I believe that was his name, the State forester of South Dakota. 
ms is my feeling that the Forest Service in areas where reservoirs are 

eated within national forests is generally an organization more 
senlenel to handle recreation than either the Bureau of Reclamation 
or the Corps of Engineers. What would you think about an amend- 
ment to the bill which would provide that where a reservoir has been 
developed and created inside the borders of a national forest that 
the United States Forest Service'shall have charge of recreation rather 
than the governmental agency which has constructed the dam ? 

Mr. Ca.uison. Senator - Neuberger, I heard your question yesterday 
and I heard Mr. Woodward’s answer, and I agree with his answer. 
I think that from the standpoint of facility of administration the 
recreational program where it occurs on national-forest lands should 
be under the Forest Service and I think also the subcommittee may 
consider the advisability of inserting language in the legislation that 
would provide for a transfer of funds to the Forest Service for the 
installation of recreational facilities around reservoir projects which 
occur in national-forest lands. 

Senator Neunercer. The reason I asked that question is because 
many of the new reservoirs being created in the Pacific Northwest are 
within the borders of national forests. It just did not seem feasible 
to me to take those areas outside the Forest Service, even though the 
reservoir has been created, whereas the Forest Service will have re- 
sponsibility for recreational facilities all around, trails, wildlife man- 
agement, big game protec tion, and soon. 

Mr, Canuison. I think that is sound thinking. 

Senator Neunercer. Thank you. That is all the questions, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. Thank vou. 

Thank vou very much, Mr. Callison. 

I have here a telegram from the Governor of California endorsing 
this legislation and telling us that Mr. Northeutt Ely, the Washing- 
ton legislative representative, will make a statement and suggests 
certain modifications. 

We will make the Governor’s telegram a part of the record, and also 
the statement of Mr. Ely. 

(The telegram referred to above is as follows :) 

SACRAMENTO, CALIF... Vareh 11, 1957, 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Public Works, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


I understand that Senate bill 1164 authorizing evaluation of recreational 
benefits resulting from construction of a Federal flood control, navigation, or 
reclamation project, as an integral part of project planning, is before your 
committee on March 12. California is deeply interested in this proposal and 
generally endorses the provisions of the bill Mr. Northeutt Ely, our Washington 
legislative representative, will suggest certain modifications to subsection 3 
(b) of the bill. California is embarked on an extensive program to develop 
recreational facilities on new reservoirs. Failure to include authorization for 
proper recreational planning at Folsom and Nimbus Dams resulted in highly 
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inflated land prices which the State now must bear in an effort to develop 
recreational facilities. The provisions of Senate bill 1164 would eliminate 
repetition of this situation on new projects. I respectfully urge approval 
of this bill and due consideration of our suggested amendments by your com- 
mittee. 
Cordially, 
GOODWIN J. KNIGHT, 
Governor of California. 


(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF NoRTHCUTT ELY, SPECIAL COUNSEL, DEPARTMENT OF WATER 
RESOURCES, STATE OF CALIFORNTA 


The genera! effect of these bills is to recognize recreational purposes (and, 
in the case of S. 1221, fish and wildlife development) as functions of projects 
undertaken by the Chief of Engineers or the Secretary of the Interior, insofar 
as such uses do not impede the major purposes of such a project. 

The recreational (or fish and wildlife, in the case of 8. 1221) benefits are to 
be evaluated. and the part of the total estimated cost of the project allocated 
to such benefits is made nonreimbursable, provided that the nonreimbursable 
costs shall not exceed 15 percent of the total project costs. 

The following amendments are suggested (page and line references are to 8S. 
1164). 

ADDITION OF “WILDLIFE” 


(A) Page 2, line 1: We would have no objection to addition of the words 
“and wildlife development” at the beginning of this line, and elsewhere in the 
bill, to conform to 8. 1221. The substantive amendments suggested below apply 
to both recreation and wildlife benefits. 


COST BENEFIT REPORTS 


(B) Page 3, line 13: Change period to comma and add: “and the cost of 
providing such benefits, including the cost of the additional facilities to be 
installed specifically in aid of recreation or wildlife, and the part of the cost 
of joint-use facilities allocated to such functions. as hereinafter provided.” 

Comment: The bill as now drawn requires the report to Congress contain an 
evaluation of the benefits attributable to recreation, but not the custs. Tue 
inclusion of both is surely intended. Such costs are in two general categories : 
(1) Incremental costs directly attributable to the added function, su “S boating 
or bathing facilities; and (2) a part of the cost of facilities jointly attributable 
to this and to other functions of a multiple purpose project, for example, the 
cost of a dam. They exclude, of course, costs attributable specifically to other 
functions such as a powerplant or transmission line. 


FORMULA FOR DETERMINATION OF BENEFITS 


(C) Page 3, line 14: Strike section 3 (b) and substitute: 
“(b) The evaluation of the recreational benefits, as provided in this Act, shall 
take into account, among other appropriate factors, the proximity of the project 
area to centers of population, the type and extent of recreational opportunities 
offered by the project area, the probable numbers of visitors and the extent 
of their utilization of the area’s recreational facilities, and any other factors 
reasonably relevant to the contribution of the project’s recreational opportun- 
ities to public health.” 
Comment: The bill’s formula. number of visitors times 365 times $1, is un 
workable. Recreation benefits are intangible, and any translation of these into 
dollar equivalents is arbitrary. It is impossible to make any firm prediction 
of utilization of. recreation facilities over a 50-year period in the rapidly growing 
West. About the best that can be done is to indicate some major factors for 
guidance of the Administrator, and develop dollar evaluations through con- 
gressional hearings on his reports as specific projects come before Congress for 
authorization. 
Page 3, line 16: Alternate language: If the framework of the present section 
3 (b) is to be kept, then, in line 16, delete all after “product of” and insert: “(1) 
the average daily attendance and (2) the value of a recreational day for the 
project area.” 
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NONREIMBURSABLES 


(D) Page 3, line 4: Delete section 4 and substitute: 

“Sec. 4. Costs allocated under this Act to recreational and wildlife benefits, 
to the extent found justified by the Secretary of the Army or the Secretary of 
the Interior (whichever has jurisdiction of the project) and approved by the 
Congress, shall be nonreimbursable and nonreturnable: Provided, That the 
benefits attributable to recreation shall exceed the costs attributable thereto: 
Provided further, That nothing in this Act shall prevent the collection of rea- 
sonable charges for the use of recreational facilities.” 

Comment: (i) Addition of the words “and approved by the Congress” gives 
assurance that each project will be brought to Congress for authorization rather 
than allowing the Secretary of the Interior to self-authorize these projects under 
section 9 (a) of the Reclamtion Project Act of 1939. 

(ii) Leeway should be given to make recreation facilities partly, not neces- 
sarily entirely, nonreimbursable In some cases they may be altogether written 
off. But there are bound to be borderline cases, or cases where other functions 
can bear the cost of recreational benefits without hardship or cases where reec- 
reational features, e. g., boat mooring facilities, can pay for themselves. 

(iii) Manifestly, if the costs exceed the benefits, the recreational function 
should not be added. Section 3 (b) as amended gives adequate leeway to evalu- 
ate henefits and costs. 

(iv) As in the national parks, the Administrator should not be prevented from 
charging an admission fee or charging for specific facilities, e. g., use of bath- 
houses, to maintain and in some cases amortize the costs of such facilities. So 
also with guide service, as at Hoover Dam. 

(v) Note that this amendment deletes the bill’s language (p. 3, line 22): 
“Such nonreimbursable costs shall not exceed 15 percent of the total project 
cost.” Congress can review the ratio with respect to each project as it is 
brought before it for authorization. Some, e. g., reservoirs like Jackson Lake in 
Wyoming or Lake Tahoe in California-Nevada, if proposed as new reservoirs, 
might justify even higher allocations. On others, a 15-percent ceiling is an 
invitation for a 15-percent writeoff. Any limitation is arbitrary and it is better 
for Congress to review each project on its merits. 

(vi) Alternate language: If the percentage limitation is retained, then, on 
page 3, line 28, strike “total project cost” and substitute: “cost of joint-use 
facilities allocated to recreational benefits, exclusive of, and in addition to, the 
cost of facilities the cost of which is allocated exclusively to such benefits”. 

Comment: As drawn, “project cost” includes powerplants, transmission lines, 
canals, distribution systems. Surely it is intended to mean only the “joint-use 
facilities” which afford the recreational benefits, plus the ineremental works 
directly relating to recreation. Otherwise, 15 percent of the cost of the trans- 
mission lines, etc., could be written off to recreation. 


ACQUISITION OF LANDS 


(E) Page 5, line 9: Add a new subsection : 

“(d) The Secretary of the Army or the Secretary of the Interior is author- 
ized to acquire lands and rights-of-way reasonably necessary for the construc- 
tion, operation, and maintenance of recreational facilities and the full develop- 
ment of the recreational and wildlife potential of any project area.” 

Comment: Such lands will cost less if acquired as part of the reservoir area 
than if bought later. 

STATE WATER ‘RIGHTS 


(F) Page 5, line 9: Add a new subparagraph : 

“(e) All rights to the consumptive use of water required by or resulting from 
the use of any stream or reservoir for recreational or wildlife purposes shall be 
acquired under and in conformity with the laws of the States in which such 
use is made.” 

Comment: An amendment to this effect was suggested by a representative of 
the Secretary of the Army, and is strongly endorsed. Some wildlife refuges, in 
particular, use large quantities of water. In the reclamation States this water 
is, in most cases, fully appropriated, and the new demand can be met only at the 
expense of existing water appropriations. The provision of new statutory 
authority to create wildlife refuges, or to impound water for recreational pur- 
poses in the Army’s “dry dams” (flood-control dams), should not be construed as 
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authority for some new kind of Federal water right, superseding titles acquired 
under State law. The Army is to be commended for its recommendation. 


EXISTING PROJECTS 


(G) Page 5, line 9: Add a new subsection : 

“(f) The Secretary of the Army and the Secretary of the Interior are directed 
to submit to the Congress supplemental reports, in conformity with this Act, 
relating to all projects heretofore authorized upon which recreational or wildlife 
facilities have been constructed or authorized.” 

Comment: If the principle of this legislation is sound, its benefits should be 
made applicable to all projects. It is the existing projects which have demon- 
strated the justification for recreational and wildlife benefits, and, where that 
has been done, they should share in the effect of the law which their pioneering 
has made possible. 

Senator Kerr. We have a statement here of Mr. C. R. Gutermuth, 
vice president of the Wildlife Management Institute, a national 
membership organization dedicated to improved management of 
natural resources in the public interest. 


STATEMENT OF C. R. GUTERMUTH, VICE PRESIDENT, WILDLIFE 
MANAGEMENT INSTITUTE 


Mr. Gurermvutu. Mr. Chairman, I am C. R. Gutermuth, vice presi- 
dent of the Wildlife Management Institute, a national membership 
organization dedicated to the improved management of natural re- 
sources in the public interest. The program of this nonprofit organi- 
zation has been continuous since 1911. 

Both S. 1164 and S. 1221 have the commendable objective of pro- 
viding for the enhancement of recreational opportunities and facili- 
ties at reservoir projects undertaken by the Department of the Army 
and the Department of the Interior. 

The recreational use that is being made of Federal water impound- 
ment areas that were created by the Army engineers was the subject 
of a Defense Department news release dated April 25, 1956, from 
which the following excerpts are quoted : 


Attendance during the year (1955)— 
the release stated in part— 


totaled 61,132,000 compared with previous records of 53,848,000 in 1954, and 
41,301,000 in 1958 * * * 


and 


While many States continued to provide additional facilities and services on 
reservoir areas licensed to them, the significant development during 1955 was 
the larger number of counties which have undertaken park and recreation 
programs on Corps of Engineers reservoir areas under licenses from the Depart- 
ment of the Army. A number of cities have obtained legislative authority to 
develop and manage park areas beyond the corporate limit of the city on the 
shores of Corps of Engineers reservoirs. Notwithstanding the large amount 
of local cooperation, facilities available are being outstripped by the increasingly 
large numbers of people who come to these projects. 


It is obvious, Mr. Chairman, that a positive approach should be 
made toward enabling the development of adequate recreational facil- 
ities and opportunities to meet the public needs at Federal impound- 
ments. We should not, however. let haste in solving this problem 
minimize the maximum benefits that could be derived, and which are 
so eagerly sought. 
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The millions of conservationists across the Nation think that sev- 
eral questions should be asked concerning S. 1164 and S. 1221. The 
first is: Should not these proposals be made applicable to Federal 
impoundments previously authorized, and upon which construction 
has not begun, as well as to those that will be authorized after its 
enactment ¢ 

The large backlog of authorized projects upon which construction 
has not begun presents an excellent opportunity for the expanding of 
the publie | recreational facilities and opportunities in many parts of 
the country. The bills under consideration would restrict the applica- 
tion of recreation benefits to any new flood-control or navigation 
project, or reclamation project, or other project, or the modification 
or expansion of any such project now existing or hereafter under- 

taken. 

A second question is this: Do the words “recreational purposes” in 
S. 1164 include fish and game? The conservationists believe that it is 
essential that the fish and wildlife resources at the impoundments must 
be considered in the scope of any and all developments that are 
finaneed with Federal funds. Some of the country’s most important 
National Wildlife Refuges and State fish and game management areas 
are located in conjunction with Federal reservoirs. Excellent fishing 
also has been provided at many of these areas. 

In S. 1221, recently re-referred to this committee, the words “recrea- 
tional purposes and wildlife developments” are included. It is sug- 
gested that from the standpoint of clarity and public understandin 
that this terminology is more desirable than the words ‘ yeercedional 
purposes” that appear without further qualification is S. 1164. 

The national conservation organizations have registered vigorous 
opposition to the new land policy of the Army engineers w hich calls 
for the acquiring of only those lands that will be inundated, and the 
securing of flowage easements wherever possible, and they are de- 
lighted to know that the C orps of Engineers has proposed amend- 
ments that would help to provide the recreational opportunities that 
should be made available. 

A point of question in both measures is the wording beginning at 
the top of page 2 in both proposals: “insofar as use for such purposes 
does not impede or conflict with the major purposes of the projects.” 
At most of the Federal reservoir projects across the country public 
recreation usage has become so great that it seems this use actually 
should be listed as one of the major purposes of the projects along 
with whatever navigation, flood-control, power or other benefits that 
might be expected. As the human population increases, and the de- 
mands for wholesome outdoor recreation becomes more acute, these 
public needs will be about as necessary and essential to the citizenry 
at large as any of those other requisites. 

The recreational attractions of some impoundments have stimu- 
lated the erection of stores, boat servicing docks, overnight accom- 
modations and many other businesses that provide goods and services 
for the persons who are attracted to the reservoir areas. You need 
not go to many of those areas to see all this, and the recreational 
potential—ineluding fish and game—can be computed as fully as are 
any of the other purposes for “which those projects are being recom- 
mended. There is considerable opposition to the putting of a dollar 








148 RECREATIONAL BENEFITS FROM RESERVOIRS 


value on fishing and hunting, and if it really is necessary to attempt 
to justify the worth of these public benefits in that way, one dollar for 
each man-day of fishing is ridiculously low. You cannot rent a row- 
boat or buy a bucket of minnows for that amount in many parts of 
the country. Furthermore, the values vary considerably in different 
localities, depending upon the facilities that are available in that 
vicinity, and upon the various kinds of recreational advantages that 
are furnished at that particular impoundment. 

Experience shows that slight modifications in poaront design and 
in project operation can add appreciably to fish and game benefits at 
Federal reservoirs. At the same time, these gains may more than 
offset any losses that might occur to other project purposes because 
of the modifications. It therefore is suggested that the committee 
consider making the evaluation of fish and wildlife benefits at Federa| 
reservoirs subje ‘t to the standards established for the investigations 
of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service and the individuai 
State conservation agencies. Those agencies already are performing 
this function under the authority of the act of August 14, 1946 (60 
Stat. 1080), as amended, and we think that any and all losses in 
recreational opportunity and in fish and game habitat should be 
appraised by the trained and experienced evaluators in those agencies, 
and not figured under some preconceived, fixed formulae. 

Senator Kerr. I believe Mr. Gus Norwood is in the room with a 
statement that he would like to give us. Identify yourself to the 
reporter, Mr. Norwood. 


STATEMENT OF GUS NORWOOD, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY OF THE 
NORTHWEST PUBLIC POWER ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Norwoop. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name 
is Gus Norwood. I serve as executive secretary of the Northwest 
Public Power Association which consists of 96 electric systems serving 
about 1,750,000 people in the Pacific Northwest. 

Our association has long favored the inclusion of recreation and 
esthetic and wildlife features as benefits obtainable by the construction 
of water-resources projects and accordingly we find ourselves heartily 
in support of the legislation, S. 1164. 

We have been disturbed in a number of instances in the Pacific 
Northwest with the omission of adequate recreation facilities such as 
I have often seen in Tennessee Valley dams, for example, when with 
a little more effort on the part of the construction agency we could 
have made the project into a real recreational asset. We have seen, 
for example, on the north side of the Bonneville Dam a considerable 
construction sear left where actually that site of the dam could have 
been equally attractive as is the Oregon side. 

In the Grand Coulee project where there is a great attraction for 
visitors because of the dramatic size of the project there is neverthe- 
less a real neglect of the esthetic values and the project is marked by 
many scars which could have been taken care of had more attention 
been paid to the esthetic values. 

The Hungry Horse project which I visited last summer is a long 
way from being as attractive as it might be; however, the visitor 
records are going up at Hungry Horse and to some extent nature 
heals up some of these construction scars. 
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I would like to concur, also, Mr. Chairman, in the testimony pre- 
sented by Mr. Callison with respect to the 1946 act, the Coordination 
Act, for the inclusion of wildlife values in these projects. 

May I mention, Mr. Chairman, a pamphlet published by the Bureau 
of Reclamation which I think is a valuable endorsement for your bill 
and this is with some pride because I personally wrote to Mr. Strauss 
about.5 years ago aul urged that this seantlies be pr aeneet, This 
pamphlet i is called “Reclamation Pays an Extra Dividend in Conser- 

vation and Recreation.” Mr. Strauss had made a speech in Phoenix 
about 5 or 6 years ago claiming that the Bureau of Reclamatien proj- 
ects had increased recreational and fishing and wildlife benefits—I 
see the pamphlet in front of Senator Gore’s ‘seat. 

Senator Kerr. This may be much the same material and it was 
provided to us by the Reclamation Bureau’s representatives here yes- 
terday and has as part of its material on the back page some para- 
graphs under the heading “Reclamation Pays an Extra Dividend.” 
‘And I would assume that this is the material to which the witness 
refers and we were provided with a number of copies of the pamphlet 
yesterday. 

Mr. Norwoop. It is indeed, Mr. Chairman, and I have circulated 
dozens of copies of the original report of that title and have just, 
within recent weeks, sent out about 20 copies of this pamphlet be- 
cause we run into this problem in the Northwest all the time where 
people see the negative side of a project but do not always take into 
account the positive side. We are perfectly willing and. we think it 
is proper to consider the negative recreational impact as well as the 
positive recreational impact than come up with the difference and only 
count the difference which is then left as the project asset. 

Senator Kerr. The net result? 

Mr. Norwoop. The net result. 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Mr. Norwoop. This concludes my testimony, Mr. Chairman. I was 
very happy to have the pppor tunity during my brief visit here in 
Washington, D. C., to be able to come in and support this wonderful 
bill. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Mr. Norwood. 

Are there any questions? 

Senator Neupercer. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to say Mr. 
Norwood comes from my region, as you know. I am very pleased to 
have him here and I think we in the northwest are fortunate to have 
a man of Mr. Norwood’s ability heading the Pacific Northwest Power 
Association. I think the record should show that he, in addition to 
his other talents, is a graduate of the United States Naval Academy 
at Annapolis and brings to his position a great deal of additional 
knowledge and ability. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, Senator. And thank you, Mr. Nor- 
wood. 

I notice we have a group of young people visiting us here. May we 
know their identity ‘ 

A Voice. Yes,sir. We are from the Burgundy Farm Country Day 
School in Alexandria. 

Senator Kerr. We are happy to have you here. 

We are considering legislation here which we believe will result in 
a program of increased conservation of water in our country, believing 
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that with our growing population, with the many sources of water be- 
ing either reduced or used up, that it behooves us to be about the busi- 
ness of providing an adequate number of additional sources of water 
for an increasing population. 

We are happy to have you and these young people with us. 

Senator Neusercer. Mr. Chairman, the record should show, because 
you so properly recognize the young people who were here, that the 
earlier group which was in the room during the hearing on your bill 
came from one of the grade schools at Princeton, N. J., and that 
they 

Senator Kerr (interposing). We had them identify themselves for 
the record, also. 

Senator Neveercer. Good. That is fine, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. That concludes the evidence of the witnesses here. 

I want to visit with the two members of the committee who are here 
if I may for a little while before we recess if there is no other state- 
ment to be given to us. 

The subcommittee is adjourned. 

(Thereupon, at 12:05 p. m., the subcommittee was adjourned.) 

(Additional statements received are as follows:) 





EXPOUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
March 19, 1957. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to vour letters of February 12 and 
March 6, 1957, requesting the comments of the Bureau of the Budget on S. 1164, 
a bill to make the evaluation of recreational benefits resulting from the construc- 
tion of any flood control, navigation, or reclamation project an integral part of 
project planning, and for other purposes: and on S. 1221, a similar bill, which 
applies to both recreational and wildlife benefits. We regret the delay in com- 
plying with your requests, but preparation of our reply has been held up pending 
receipt of the views of the affected Federal agencies. Some of these views are 
still unavailable, and the Burean of the Budget is, therefore, uot in a position to 
present a definitive position on this important legislation. However, we wish to 
present some general observations regarding these bills which we hope will be 
helpful to your committee. 

The Bureau recognizes the need for substantive legislation dealing with pro- 
visions for recreational facilities at reservoir areas. We helieve that recrea- 
tional potenti:lities should be taken fully into account in the formulation and 
planning of water resources projects. However, our review of the specific pro- 
visions of S. 1164 and 8S. 1221 raises certain questions with respect to some of 
the general principles which we believe should be considered in drafting legisla- 
tion dealing with development of recreational facilities. 

1. S. 1164 and FE. 1221 are limited to projects of the Corps of Engineers and the 
Bureau of Reclamation. Other legislation is now before the Congress, such as 
H. R. 5497, which would provide for the recreational and wildlife use of reservoirs 
constructed under the provisions of the Watershed Protection and Flood Preven- 
tion Act, or S. 410, which would provide separately for the recreational use of 
reclamation reservoirs. In view of the objectives of these other bills. and also in 
view of the possible use for recreation of facilities constructed by other Federal 
agencies, such as the Tennessee Valley Authority, the International Boundary 
and Water Commission, and the St. Lawrence Seaway Development Corporation, 
we suggest that general legislation dealing with recreational development at 
water resource projects should be made applicable to all such Federal agencies. 

2. The bills would establish a formula for measuring recreational benefits, 
and prescribe a specific monetary value per unit of recreational use. In view of 
the fact that no generally accepted technique for determining the economic value 
of recreational benefits has yet been devised, we believe that it would be prefer- 
able not to establish legislatively a specific formula for this purpose, The 





RECREATIONAL BENEFITS FROM RESERVOIRS 151 


determination of recreational benefits, under general standards established by 
the Congress, should, we believe, be left to administrative action within the 
executive branch. 

3. Section 4 of S. 1164 provides that costs allocated to recreation shall be 
nonreimbursable and nonreturnable. We believe that full Federal financing of 
recreational facilities would be undesirable in those instances where the recrea- 
tional benefits are largely of a local nature. The report of the Presidential 
Advisory Committee on Water Resources Policy, which the President transmitted 
to the Congress in January 1956, proposed that “* * * as a general principle, 
the share of costs to be borne by the beneficiaries [of a project] should be 
proportional to the benefits received.” With specific reference to recreation 
and fish and wildlife, the report states that— 

“* * * enhancement or improvement of basic recreation facilities (provision 
for access, public health, safety, and protection) and fish and wildlife resources 
of less than national significance should be treated in accordance with the general 
cost-sharing procedure proposed herein. Those of national significance should 
be financed entirely by the Federal Government. Lands to be aequired for 
purposes of enhancement of recreation or fish and wildlife resources should be 
shown separately in reports of project plans, and the acquisition of such lands 
should be authorized by the Congress for each individual project.” 

In keeping with the policy expressed in the Advisory Committee’s report, we 
believe that the Federal Government should bear the full cost of recreational 
developments associated with the use of federally financed reservoirs only in 
those instances where the recreational benefits are determined to be of national 
significance. When the benefits are largely of a local nature, we believe the 
Federal Government would be justified in sharing to some extent in the costs of 
making the recreational benefits available to the public, but that the major share 
of these costs should be borne by State or local interests. 

4. S. 1164 would appear to permit the costs of minimum basic facilities to be 
allocated to recreation and to be borne by the Federal Government. We believe 
that the provision of minimum basic facilities, sach as guardrails, parking areas, 
access roads, and sanitary facilities, required for the accommodation and pro- 
tection of the visiting public and for the protection of the project, should be 
regarded as project costs and allocated along with other project costs to the major 
purposes of the project. On the other hand, such things as boat anchorages, 
docks, or bathhouses should not be included in minimum basic facilities. 

5. We think that the preservation of recreational potentialities is important 
in connection with water resource developments. For this purpose it may be 
necessary under some circumstances for the Federal Government to have author- 
ity to purchase land. However, such land should be resold to local interests 
within a reasonable period of time, unless the recreational values are of national 
significance. Only those land areas should be purchased which have been ap- 
proved by the Congress following submission of specific proposals in project 
reports. 

6. The planning for, and the administration and management of, recreational 
developments at reservoir areas having national significance, as determined by 
the Secretary of the Interior, or by the Secretary of Agriculture if national-forest 
lands are involved, should be the responsibility of, and should be undertaken and 
financed within, the programs of these departments. 

7. The legislation should provide that, to the extent that it would not inter- 
fere with the use of reservoirs for the major purposes intended, the water areas 
of reservoirs should be accessible for public use, without charge. It should also 
provide Federal agencies with authority to grant leases, licenses, and permits 
for the use of reservoir lands, under appropriate rules and regulations, and with 
preference to public bodies. Appropriate charges should be made for such uses. 

In view of the above comments, the Bureau of the Budget would recommend 
against enactment of S. 1164 or S. 1221 in their present form. Moreover, we 
recommend that the committee defer action on legislation in this field until 
the Department of the Interior, an agency with basic responsibility for Federal 
recreational activities, has had an opportunity to complete its review of the 
proposals. 

We appreciate the opportunity to submit the foregoing comments and sug- 
gestions. 

Sincerely yours, 
A. R. Jones, Deputy Director. 
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Corps OF ENGINEERS, UNTTED STATES ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE Drviston ENGINEER, 
Missour!I River DIvIstIon, 
Omaha, Nebr., March 1, 1956. 
Mr. ARTHUR SVENDBY. 
South Dakota Director, National Reclamation Association, 
Lemmons, 8. Dak. 

Dear Mr. SveNpsy: This is in reply to your letter of February 16, 1956, in 
which you requested information relative to the Missouri River dams for possi- 
ble use in hearings on H. R. 6090 and S. 1904, which provide for the purchase of 
lands and development of recreational facilities at Federal reclamation projects. 

Recreational activities of the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion are at present governed by different laws. I would like to describe the au- 
thorities under which the corps operates in the recreation field and the extent to 
which we are able to provide recreational facilities. 

The Flood Control Act of 1944, amended by the Flood Control Acts of 1946 and 
1954, provides that the corps can construct, maintain, and operate public park 
and recreational facilities in reservoirs under the control of the Department of 
the Army, and permit others to construct, maintain, and operate such facilities. 
Lands may be acquired to provide adequate access to the reservoirs although 
lands for recreationa! development may not be acquired. We can grant leases of 
lands, including structures or facilities thereon, in reservoir areas, and for 
such purposes as may be deemed reasonable in the public interest. 

Limited facilities for public use and access have been and are being constructed 
at Federal expense at Corps of Engineers reservoir projects in the Missouri 
River Basin. Funds to be expended for the development of public-use areas have 
been limited and are programed after having been justified before the Bureau of 
3udget and the committees of Congress in appropriation committee hearings. 
Such funds have generally been sufficient only to provide minimum basic public 
health and safety facilities and development by local interests in encouraged. 
Access roads may be constructed with Federal funds only within the project 
limits. Access roads leading to the recreational areas are considered to be the 
responsibility of the local authorities. 

The following data relative to the Missouri River projects as requested in 
your letter is furnished: 


Miles Miles 
Length of shoreline at full pool: Shoreline mileage in each State: 

100 I ne 2, 690 
a , eA AM tite 550 Neenah eae 1, 980 
ileal elie 120 i eee 1, 600 
Ca 2, 350 Nebraska____- tre cinemas bebic Bi 50 
| ee estat ta renames ie 1, 600 
ne cmd 1, 600 


Foot-miles 
Average horizontal distance hetween maximum normal pool elevation 
and the taking line: 

Gavins Point (500 feet) .......-__-_____- OTT 2 BS Pe ss 50, 000 
Fort Randall (4380 feet)- ; eee 236, 500 
Big Bend (480 feet) —- ees Ty 288 a Bey Pot : 57, 600 
Oahe (335 feet) __________-_- ee Re a : ; 787, 250 
yarrison (470 feet) — ed dh Len 752, 000 
Fort Peck (1,800 feet)__ 2. 880, 000 


say - at ine ons ~~ 

Total foot-miles____.___- CET ONE a ares Oo Ute Me __. 4, 763, 350 

NotTe.—The variations indicated in this table result from differences in topography and 
policy in effect when the taking line was established. 

Estimated completion date of each item : 

ear 

OE OI cel cis thasi ei a ara lal ala aca he Raia Shania 1957 

ae. | i it lh il eee 

Big Bend (department on appropriation of construction Lunds) 1904 

Sree J i I eee ei estate saa ikl ac cicie 

oreo... .- aah ak eho 8 Ckihespinthcnctsnsalanie tigiibrinle cotta cibes ie: ek 


Fort Peck _- ile . beta . - . 1941 





RECREATIONAL BENEFITS FROM RESERVOIRS 153 


Estimated date of full capacity for each dam (assumed as the date when 
pool levels as indicated are reached) : 


Gavins Point (elevation 1,208.0) _ sit este vc cen nso aes eda aaaediimtae 1956 
RE Td. CI TA oa sin ick shits ee eee ce ec cee 195 
Big Bend (elevation 1,416) (dependent on appropriation of construc- 

I ID cians eis asics nears siren Reali bain dh dasa tnd gsde lnbs eco anal kaa 1963 
OIE RSI, SN al 1962 
CORSTRO CO? BO oi koi ih cist cine seeednueuaiees 1957 
ORE TOG CHV Fee rik vctidsiens Scie mctseiicaainisteaadein 1942 


I appreciate your interest in this matter and trust that the above information 
meets your present requirements. 
Sincerely yours, 
W. BE. Porter, 
Brigadier General, United States Army, 
Division. Engineer. 


STATE OF OREGON, 
STATE HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT, 
Salem, March 20, 1957. 
Hon. RichHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DeAR Sik: I wish to thank you for your letter of March 138, attaching copies 
of Senate bills 8. 1164 and S. 1221, these bills being identical except the latter 
includes wildlife development as an interest. It also specifies that the recrea- 
tional developments should not exceed 10 percent of the total project cost 
wherein the first bill specifies 15 percent. 

Either bill is satisfactory from our standpoint; however, [ would have some 
preference toward the Senate bill S. 1221 in that it covers broader thinking. 
Ten percent of the cost of these projects would seldom need to be exceeded, if 
ever, for the basic facilities as outlined in the body of the bill. 

I would like to call your attention to the paragraph B of section 3, of bill 
S. 1221: “The evaluation of the recreational benefits, as provided in this section, 
* * *° The formula set up in this paragraph is very good; in fact it is the 
exact formula that we use in making reeommendations to our highway com- 
mission for park development. However, in applying this formula to recreation 
possibilities on these lakes and other projects, [ am of the opinion this should 
be broadened to include use 25 or 50 years hence, rather than the average number 
of persons who may visit the area today. 

I have long been an advocate of more and early study by the Corps of Engineers 
and others in planning the construction of reservoir and power developments 
in the Northwest. The National Conference on State Parks last September, 
at their meeting in Jackson Hole, Wyo., supported by resolution the idea of 
advance planning. 

Early planning and studies of recreational use of the Federal projects has 
long been neglected. While recreation studies have been done, it is usually 
long ufter the entire plan of construction is set up and established, frequently 
at the expense and loss of desirable areas for public use. Then, too, it puts 
other agencies on the spot where it is necessary to obtain lands which were of 
little value when these projects were underway and the land purchased. 

I have in mind in this connection an area which we are developing at Hat 
Rock near the Cold Springs landing, 11 miles east of Umatilla on the reservoir 
created by the McNary Dam, where we paid $5,000 for sufficient area outside of 
the Federal holdings which could have been bought for $500 if purchased at the 
time the other property was obtained. This could have been avoided by 1 of 2 
methods if studies were made in advance and the areas determined that were 
of recreational value. Either the enlargement of the thinking relative to the 
land purchases by the Federal Government or we were advised of the situation 
so that we could make the purchases earlier before the prices rose by reason of 
the creation of the MeNary Lake. This situation is multiplied many times 
throughout the West. 

Adequate planying at the inception of the project by competent persons can 
prevent these things from occurring and safeguard the values that are created 
by the public funds for these United States. A great many of them are not now 
apparent but as time goes on with population increases greater and greater 
demand will be made for facilities and more area will be needed. If some pro- 
vision is not made at the time of construction often it will be lost entirely. 

Very truly yours, 
©, H. ARMSTRONG, 
State Parks Superintendent. 





